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SDI AND SPACE ARMS 


USSK: NEED TO OPEN SPACE RESEARCH LABORATORIES FOR INSPECTION 
Moscow APN MILITARY BULLETIN in [English No 2, Jan 87 pp 13-14 


[Article by Lev Semeyko, "expert"’ with the USSR Academy of Sciences USA and 
Canada Institute: "Verification of Space Laboratovries"] 


[Text] Soviet space research laboratories are closed to foreigners. They 
conduct research to upgrade missile attack warning systems and control, com- 
munication and navigation systems, They also study possibilities for devel- 
oping a land-based ABM system within the limits set by the ABM Treaty. lHow- 
ever, the Soviet Union does not conduct any research to develop space-based 
ABM systems, 


The Soviet Union is prepared to open its laboratories for verification. The 
only condition for this is an agreement to ban space weapons. If such an 
agreement is reached, Western inspectors monitoring compliance with such an 
apreement will be allowed to inspect Soviet laboratories to make sure the 
Soviet Union conducts space research for peaceful purposes only. To ensure 
reciprocity, the United States also should allow Soviet inspectors to visit 
American laboratories, 


Agreements on laboratory inspection may be different, This is a negotiable 
issue, But the problem must be solved in principle, The Soviet Union is 
convinced that severe control over compliance with agreements is necessary, 
Disarmament is impossible without verification, while verification without 
disarmament is senseless, The Soviet Union is prepared to negotiate the 
most stringent measures of verification, 


Our idea of verification is that experts should be abie to visit each other's 
research laboratories and nuclear testing grounds to make sure that ao mili- 
tary research is conducted there, It is very important that the development 
of new weapons of mass destruction should be banned at the earliest vossible 
Stage, that is in the laboratories, 


Juding by everything, the United States has a differert position on verifi- 
cation, It invited Soviet experts to visit its nuclear testing sites in 
Nevada only to see that the yield of the nuclear explosions conducted there 
does not exceed the agreed limit. 








Washington's position is not conducive to 
the niclear arms race and the development 
the Americans’ invitation to share in the 
of Strategic Defence Initiative, it is no 


Il think that the difference in the Soviet 
fication issue results from the fact that 


disarmament. In fact. it sanctions 
oi new weapon systems. As regards 
technological secrets in the area 
more than propaganda and demapory, 


and American posit _ons on the veri- 
the U.S. administration ignores 


the simple fact that security is a political rather than military or techni- 
cal problem. And verification is a test of one's real intentions and willinr- 


ness to comply with arreements, 
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SDI AND SPACE ARMS 


MOSCOW ON SDI AS NEW STAGE IN ARMS RACE 


Moscow INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS in English No 2, 1987 pp 60-67 


[Article by Yuri Lebedev and Aleksei Podberezkin] 


[Text ] 


T oday there is probably no politica! problem surrounded with as much 


conjecture, speculation and flagrant disinformation as the problem of 
the “strategic defense initiative” (SDI), or, to be more procise, the cha 
racter and essence of the US plans to milttarise outer space. This problem 
has become more acute after the Reykjavik summit, which convinced even 
the doubtful that the US administration is not only a zealous proponent of 
SDI but is also prepared to sacrifice for its sake the most important agree 
ments ever on limiting and ending the armis race, the very chance to save, 
the world from the horrors of a nuclear war 

The inevitable question is: why is Washington ready to secrifice all for 
SDI? What is it about SUI that makes the USA wiling as Reykjavik 
showed- -to derail the entire process of curbing the arms race for its sake? 
It is obvious that Washington must link SDI with very iraportant, strategic 
goals. The question is) what are they? 


Of course, the offic: ally announced goals of SDI -to create a -large 
scale stepped up anti-missile defence guaranteciag US secuvity--has 
nothing in common with the real objectives of Washington's ruling quar 


ters; it has been pointed out more than once that it is not feasible to create 
such a defence even against the presently existing nuclear missile sys 


tems '. It will be all the more incflective because the Soviet Union will 
naturally do everything nece y to neutralise the US actions. The of 


ficially declared goal of SDI is therefore unconvincing but it hides the real 
intentions which are much more dangerous and initical to peace 

The real goai of SDI is military, scientifi id technical superiority 
over the Soviet Union and the development of Tundamentally new types 
and systems of weapons and the means of their control, that would be 
much more eflective in their fighting characterist than existing arm: 
SDI is therefore a qualitatively new stage of the eruis race through which 
Washington plans to achieve military strategic superiority in every area 
of military confrontation, in all types and systems of weapons and mate 
riel, in all forms of military activity, and to turn the competition with the 
USSR into “technological” rivalry. That was what Renald Reagan had 
in mind when he said shortly after Reykjavik: “We ca» cither bet on Arne 
rican technology to keep us safe, or on Soviet promises... and T'll bet on 


i 
American technology any day”. Thus, it is on'y the far-reaching goals 


e 











. . ‘ ; — 
‘ . ' » 
ti 4 ‘ S ‘ e 





: , . = se fachingot 7)" ‘ 
breakthrough in the latest weapons that can exptain Wa hington's ¢ 
‘imitation and show the Ic behind the US administra 


duct on aris race | 


- . ' | ‘ as , ft, © , , 7 
tion s bel: \ Y a i Atle Rey j< 


Wie cli ol@alS “TECHNOLOGICAL DRO AM” 
e,- he ' ides the USA has banked on a qualitativ - 
| a 1 developing a “super weapon” that would wake victory im 
- * the PISS " This policy has becn vovious in 
vy nucwiim ¥ 
\ tie t yrical achics ts. On the contra 

as | i - d wis race. 

At 1] co of the arms r 
Ss that the ilical dd . « of the rul 
\nutican clic to attain \ revoelutuna:s 
cha vcs Wm science ai d ti ,~ Ww I to a Le ak o! a 
now Stave of the scientific t *s radici'ly 
changing society's | ¥ 3 t y changes @ivc 
Linvanaconnity i sepere results of 
scientific and tec! als y W ‘ton plans to u 
them primarily ior wal \ id a ‘ 

It is important to stress that the wort ted as part of SDI 
aud other scientitic ond? 'y yielding concrete 
iesults that arc pn 1 in ice. Thus, one’s 
attention is dre«wn to ts vy RAD continuing the 
trend of the }Os0s, Vist fon ‘ary budget for 1986 
was largely due to x RAD ’ h went up by 24 
per cent in just one year. | iy vi wut was due incing the de- 
velopment of finds tally Ww types and svs! | ns: SDI finan 
cing rose by 75 per cent; | ‘4 tirkany poe ec vot a 136 per cent 
boost; anti-satellite we.) | cont, and strotewic detection, warn 
my, command cud control Pper cont. 4 


The US ad tyivt him pl | { vrowth rates 


for military budget ch RA D and priority growth 
jates for high techwolowy. bids ) Lind of on of the lead 
ing EEnes of military tec! cdo on the high tech scientific and 
production ! { In fl ‘ \1)] j | undertaking 
raitinngy iivost entcel | lintes, tifa 1 technical re 
merces, snd tina is ther Western coun 
liies as Well) to ochic ve tory L te | peniority over 
ocialisin, This cone! | t hy nd most iin 
portantly, by US policy ( | vrence Liver 
ore Labs, odinits And f yoo SH] ivf ww, some of 
these conecpts [li | | Sik to) ts for military 
purposes] will tid , r Sp] clope... there 
are technolowical paths + roup that 1) dean tude of potential 
applications.” 4 
In fact, the military 1 text Wotect f work SDI are alreody 
being felt ou before this | Ml a ‘ mn President is em! 
died in a laren lk ABM d clements. In other 
words, thi ults of th } vy embodied in concrete 
types and systems of pores befons y decision on developing anti 
missile defence is taken 1! tially st laies an arms race in new 
ureas- im most ads ced tech » as to leave the USSR many 
years behind in the use of STR & hie is jor litary purposes. The 


American physicist Tom Weave: 
“| think if there was a ticwlas 
ISSR]: 


spoken qu | 
ea+ f 

VT\ 
nld citlwees deo } ‘) 7 cit 7 :} 1] \\ | ,/ 4} \ 


luntly on this sco 
cd technology, they [the 
would have the most 














_ & i 


ic Wilh iS Solething that requ red a number of integrated tc: 
stealing . v7 _ W eo ) rés 
vies [our italics--Authors]. And to some extent, X-ray lasers in parti 
* 5 - 7 
} . » dake . . —— ; 3 = ; leas 1 > ~IoTate 
c ar and space Gelense reg 1 number oj oniy developed nie yraied 
hnologies tccrated ele s, optics, and materials. ** 


Under the A yi » Wilt Ofte lore be a project that brings 
tog-ther a number of integrated technologies: laser technology, engines, 
particle beam weapons, optics, and, most importantly, highly productive 
computers, sensors, means of communication, etc. That is why one cannot 


bh d attempt to mislead ti public Presideut Re 
gan's stat : n i: “I discovers 
that i y peopl : tc sure ol what were talking about, it hasn't 
been eapl to t it is exploring a purely defensive, purely 
pcacel { vy 

OF « t] \ | ice behind the 
screen of “det ‘ _ , 2 nor military 


{) | \ » | \\ ' ; [ . | | S “techno 
le SD rease Ame 


micand polit ! Silat is more, by 
cailyig out f } the West”, 
MW. hington ‘% md technological 
achieve ' st countries in 


iis OWL I / { { | w | ») ing up of 


the “tec! | Washington to 
attain a wi logical leader 
: in competi 
tion with the USS p | ‘y into mili 
tary strate, | St) ject ts nothing 


but a flac t at tt States and th. 


f / ict WEAPO 


f \ | | part of SD! 
4 } ’ ; ' ’ ; 


oftensi, 


vw t) 
Thi (electro 
| vhily di 
truce ) away bot! 
mi out ' f ntities and 


_ ley fa 1} r } ’ 
t ‘ \ ' ' yed im nea 


Str designed 
to delin lollows fro 
tiietr mm Thus. lor 
example, s! | | | y the oth 


Size S SJ ‘ rit security 
turnictio ’ . lihe If they 
are suddc:'! ki be “blinded 
and rend ol responding to 


a nucle 


SSWs « rvets in the atmospher 


and on the su: that, using strike spac 
weapons, it is pe ind imissiles at takeofl! 
fuel storages, ete, but ind create electromagne 


tic fields that parr! ' the functioning ol 
inateriel 

Finally, SS\ : ican sharply increase 
we Offers : vive them a dangerous qual 
ty the abilitv ta ds er a first strike in tt f impunity, in the ho 


) 


si,n¢ * . ; | w it, 














inissile defence weapons. In other words, there is an objective intercon- 
nection between defensive and offensive potential which is expressed in 
the fact that a greater ability to neutralise a counter strike means a si- 
multaneous increase in offensive force. Both the USSR and the USA have 
acknowledged this interconnection on more than one occasion. Suffice it 
to say that the ABM Treaty signed by the two countries’ leaders at the 
1972 summit says that “effective measures to limit anti-ballistic missile 
systems would be a substantial factor in curbing the race in strategic 
offensive arms and would Icad to a decrease in the risk of outbreak of 
war involving nuclear weapons.” ® 

This view is shared by most authoritative researchers, including some 
in the USA itself. For example, experts from Harvard University write: 
“A defense-doininated world might also be less stable depending on how 
perfect defense systems were believed to be. In such a world, there might 
be heightened incentives for surprise attack, or for efforis to develop new, 
more decisive ollensive systcins.”’ This is in fact an adinission that there 
is a close interconnection between offensive and defensive potential, a 
connection that means an undoubted increase in the possibility of the party 
which has a defensive component to deliver a first nuclear strike. 

It should be recalled that the SDI programme calls for research into 
various directions in the development of weapons and the concepts of 
their usaye. It is proposed to develop a highly effective large-scale anti- 
missile defence system for the country, incliding both land and space 
echelons. The decision on practical realisation of this or that ABM con- 
cept is to be taken in the mid-1990s, but) and this is particularly impor- 
tant—before that time the bulk of R & D work will be done and a number 
of tests carried out on individual componcnts and elcinents of the ABM 
system. As a result, by the tine a choice is to be made between this or 
that ABM deployment concept, ie, when a political dicision is to be 
taken, the most important types and systems of weapons and materiel for 
the ABM systein will already have been developed. In other words, a long 
road will have been travelled towards laige-scale production and deploy- 
ment of qualitatively new types and systcms of weapons and materiel. 

Already today, for example, land-based anti-missile missiles are at 
the stage of full-scale development. Tests have been completed on a long- 
range interceptor anti-missile missile with the uimbrella-type warhead and 
tests continue on a low-altitude anti-missile missile. The USA is going to 
do further work on near-, medium- and Jong-:ange interceptors until 1990, 
and their deployment could take place in ihe first half of the 1990s. 

Work is currently going alicad at full speed to develop detecting and 
tracking systems, directed energy weapons (lasers and accelerators of 
elementary partici.s), ana kinetic weapons. New energy sources, means 
of transport, etc., are being developed. Of particularly great importance 
is the work on highly productive coiiputers whose data processing rate, 
memory stock and “intelligence” far execed those of existing computers, 

SDI is thus a purely military programme to develop fundamentally 
new types of wezpons © strike space weapons — which will be many times 
more effective than the nuclear offensive weapons systems. Indeed, strike 
space arms are, by their possible usage, typical offensive weapons. 

At the same time -and this aspect is not always noted--work on SDI 
is greatly accclerating the arms race in every other area of military and 
political competition. The weapons systems being developed can be used 
not only for ABM purposes but also in a very broad spectrum of military 
operations—usiny both nuclear and conventional weapons. In addition, 











SDt R&D is making the already existing types and systems of weapous 
qualitatively much more effective. For example, the system of combat con- 
trol, communication and reconnaissance being developed as part of the 
Star Wars programme (which, incidentally is an important direction of 
the work on SDI) is drastically increasing the possibilities for combat 
controlling US oficusive nuclear forces, is making them more effective 
and giving thei the ability to deliver a first, “crippling” nuclear strike. 
A good exasiple of how work on SDI promotes the appearance of new 
types and svatems Of Weapons is the results of US eflorts to develop anti- 
satellite weapous. These are going ahead in three main directions. 
First—-and this is perhos. the best Known direction since 1977 work 


has been utider Way on the ASAD aircratt anti satellite complex, which is 
intended to destroy artificial earth satellites uot more than 1,000 kilo- 
telres in otbil. It comprises the moderssiscd F-15 tighter and the two- 


stage SRAM-ALTAIR tnissile, which is equipped with a small interceptor 
with an infrared homing warhead) A number of test. have been conducted 
on this weapon, including against real targets in outer space (the 
SOULWIND satellite). Thesc complexes are expected to come into use as 
early as 1987, and by 198 there shenld be 40° planes and 112 SRAM. 
ALTAIR missile. of the ASAT anti satellite corp! in the US armed 
lorces. 

It is important to stress thet while these complexes are tested, a number 
of elements of a future large scale anti-missile defence system, including 
orientation aud guidance systerne, ate also being devcioped 

The second direction of the work on anti-satellite weanvons, which is 
presently at the stage of cloborating concepts and conducting research, 
includes the creation of eh artibeial earth satellite eq! ipopn d with missiles 
with fragmentation warhead. In add@iiou, a study is being made of the 
possible use of mine satellites which the coutrol ceatie could command 
to approach and blow up eneni, satellites. These Weapous could be de 
veloped usitiy available tech, sy oand with little techaicol risk. 

Finally, theie a:‘e paris tor clove lioyy auetiessateldit >) teu using sources 
of directed transfer of crierey (high power lasers, supechigh frequency 
gencrators, particle acceleiators), and clectrodynatiic accelerators. 

These, thercfore, are Washington's extensive eflerts to develop anti 
satellite datitis, which are Craviity: aheod at a ste ppp 1 Utry prcece using all the 
latest achievewents of science and techiioloey. There is no doubt that 
they have a military thrust: the task thet i. actually being set is that 
of ensuring the most favourchle conditions for delivering a first nuclear 
strike. That is precisely why experts record the use of anti-satellite wea 
pons as a prelude to a “mojor” wor, as part aed parcel of the US efforts 
Lo gain a first strike jr honitic! 


Thus, accoteing” tooo list teal eouotio, anti satellite systerns and 
space-based \-ray |: wie tod y The Sovict eal) woruing systems 
and comuminication satel Wwhihe Poishine 9 and cruis> missiles are 
to strike the comment, control es hoafiog, and politcal centres of 
the Soviet Union and othe. eo untes Then, sobemertue lanched ballistic 
missiles (SLM s) and infer conmlingatal ballistic mis iles (ICBMs) will 
destroy Sovict ICBM Tannucher. and stril nat weapons will “finish off” 


i 
the survived Soviet mi hk. and vital tarvets on the Earth surface’, Anti 
sulellite weapon systcni., aud strike space arts therefore have an impor- 
tant role to play in a potential US first strike, and their development is 
a priority of American itmperialisin under the SDI programme. 
This conclusion is confirmed by the fact thot by themselves anti-satellite 


weupons or strike space woo pons ca be teed in-a local conflict or for 
limited warfare. Their use will inevitub'y lead to a rapid ~< ‘ation of a 
couflict into a alehotia iter Wwe tds hove all becaus ot the extre- 








inc importance of the military and other installations against which space 
weapons are to be used. An attack against them is justly regarded as the 
first phase of a global war using all forces and means and not as a li- 
inited operation. Furthermore the nature of these arms indicate that their use 
cannot be localised in any individual region nor can they be used to 
fulfil one specific mission. Sovict experts rightly point out that “this 
sicms, in part, from the fact that, because of the laws of astrodynamic, 
anti-satellite operation cannot be localised (according to the location of 
targets and the means used to destroy them) and will iinmediately take 
on a global characier. The situation is aggravated by the fact that anti- 
satellite actions are bound to aflcct the space elements of the strategic 
forces control and communication subsystein. And that is a sure way to 
set off an exchaige of nuclear sitikes” %. 

Finally, this conclusion is borne out by the diametrically opposed posi- 
tions taken by the Sovict Union and the United States on prohibition of 
anti-satellite weapons systems. As is known, the USSR wants a complete 
ban on the development, testing and deployment of new anti-satellite 
systems, liquidation of the existing systems of such weapons on both si- 
des, and an iniernational agreement on immunity of artificial earth sa- 
icllites. To make this easier, in 1983 the USSR unilaterally declared a mo- 
ratorium on anti-satellite weapons tests until other states, including the 
USA, refrain from the deployincnt of antisatellite weapons in outer space. 

By contrast, the United States opposes a ban on anti-satellite systems 
aud an agreement on immunity of artificial carth satellites, has been 
coing everything to speed up the developinent of such weapons, and re- 
fuses to follow the Soviet example by introducing a moratorium on anti- 
satellite weapon tests. 


’ STAR Wes IS IE PRIRCIDAL BARRIER 1O DISARMAMENT 


As is known the compromise Sovict proposals made at the meeting in 
tlie Icelandic capital offered a real possibility for agrecinent on very im- 
portant questions liquidation of nuclear weapons, ban on nuclear tests, 
and prohibition of arms in space. However, the agrecinent that had been 
virtually reached on major questions of the day did not materialise in 
binding accords because of Washington's categorical unwillingness to 
drop the idea of militarising outer space, a conerete expression of this 
being its refusal to strengthen the ABM Treaty, which impedes realisa- 
tion of SDI. 

It should also be stressed that realisation of the SDI programme is 
already at variance with that Treaty, which is the most important agree- 
inent on limiting and ending the arms race. For example, the 1972 ABM 
Treaty says: “Each Party undertakes not to develop, test or deploy ABM 
systems or compone.ts which are sea-based, air based, space-based, or mo- 
bile land-based” (Art. V, Point 1).'° Furthermore, the Treaty says that, 
“Lach Party undertakes... not to deploy in the future radars for carly warn- 
ing of strategic ballistic missile attack except at locations along the perip- 
hery of its national territory and oriented outward” (Art. V1)."' Finally, 
SDI contradicts the very foundation of the ABM Treaty—-the provision pro- 
hibiting the deployment of ABM systems of the national tcrritory, which 
the USA plans to undermine. ' : 

Indeed, as has been shown, the United States is already developing the 
clements and components of a future large-scale (i. e. covering the na- 











tional territory) ABM system, and is already modernising its early wari 
ing radars situated on the territory of other countries. Washington is 
therefore already in breach of a numter of ABM Treaty provisions. Finally, 
the United States is already testing--and not in laboratories either—indi- 
vidual elements of a large-scale defence of the national territory including 
in outer space. In other words. Washington is already failing to fulfill its 
treaty commitments, and is trying to get out of them under the most va- 
rious pretexts. More proof of that is the US violations of SALT-2. The So- 
viet government’s statement of December 5, 1986 said: “After SALT-2, the 
ABM Treaty is a prospective target. The US administration has started to 
gradually shatter it too”. 

This very important document has a restraining influence on the pre- 
parations under way to deploy weapons in outer space, and binds the 
hands of those who would like to sweep away the last obstacles to a quali- 
tative arms race. That also explains the categoric unwillingness of the 
American President and those quarters which back him to undertake 
(along with the USSR) not to pull out of the ABM Treaty over the next 
10 years. This unwillingness thwarted agreement in Reykjavik on a broad 
range of vital questions: major reductions in strategic oilensive arms and 
liquidation of medium-range nuclear missiles, agreement which the So- 
viet side had proposed. 

And however hard the USA may try to sell the President’s stance 
in Reykjavik, it has become especially clear since the summit that prog- 
ress in curbing and ending the armis race requires that the United Sta- 
tes drop its dangerous “strategic defense initiative’, for it means another 
spiral of the armis race. Otherwise, the world is in for an even more dan- 
gerous stage of military preparations which could bring all the peoples 


to the brink of a nuclear hol > st. Such a renunciation calls for a review 
of a number of fundament. ositions of American political thinking, 
above all reliance on militar’ . ce as the decisive instrument of foreign 


policy, calls for the recognition not in words but in deeds of the prin 
ciple of equality and equal security, and for abandoning the illusion that 
it is possible to achieve military technical and military strategic supe 
riority over socialism. Of course, it is extremely difficult for the US ruling 
elite to take this step but it will eventually have to do so since the objec- 
tive course of humanity’s development is forcing Washington’s ruling 
quarters to reitounce the idea of military and technological superiority, 
which today underlies American policy. 

Unfortunately, all indications are that there have been no appreciable 
changes in Washington's foreign policy. Quite the contrary. Judging by 
American administration actions, the US is even more convinced, and is 
now trying to convince others as well, that SDI is the only real way to 
ensure American security and guarantee that US interests are kept intact. 
They even go so far as to say as, fer exaniple, Zbiceynew Brzezinski did, 
that in Reykjavik “President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative 
(SDI) was the principal catalyst” of any progress reached and called on 
the US President to immediately “make some strategic-defense deploy- 
ment decisions”. '* Now that is logic for you! 

For that reason it is particularly relevant to ask what consequences 
await humanity if such an irrational policy is continued. The answer is 
— simple: if SDI is not halted, humanity will enter a new, even more 

angerous spiral of the arms race, which will most profoundly affect all 
types of weapons and forms of military activity. A qualitative arms race 
will be of a pace and inertia that could forever prevent us from curbing 
or even controlling that process. With the unprecedented complexity of 











} 


Weir doosetcriel aud a biusing of the distinction between 1: 
tyoes and systems of weapons, international supervision of arms | 
tion agreements will be difficult. 

The development of “defensive” arins will continue parallel with quali 
tative improvement and quantitative buildup of offensive nuclear weapons 
One does not need to be a prophet to predict such consequences. It is al- 
ready obvious that if the US continues with its “strategic rearmament” 
progranunes (Which Washington is now tryins not to say much about) in 





the next decade the US will have thon and of now delivery vehicles and 
tens of fheoowands of nuclear ainniuiiiiiions ait. staal 1c offensive arsenal 
alone. In other words, behind the desire in weeds “to make nuclear wea- 
pons ouldated”, Large scale work is nader way to devclop a qualitatively 
new offerive sfiatocie potential ia addition tu that whien already exists 
in the USA. fhis tecans new types of WN ood Midcctinan ICBMs, Tri- 
dent-2 SEU Ms, conde uilesiles of all be iues, d 318 and Stealth stra- 
foie bDowticis. VE thon cots aie fo be choleyed in the next decade. 


And despite the successful (or so Waeliaieten elsims) realisation of the 
DIT prow:.cdine, Ho one has halted these provianunes; rather they are 
being accelerated. 

It is obvions that such prospects cannot enhance infernational security. 
But the sHuation wilh worsen sub fuather Woanew nohuown factor- a lar- 
we-scale ciliieci cile defence is added to the cxistiug strategie parity. 


A strateoic -toation ia which both sides baye hoth ofeusive and defensive 
weapon sy-feris is eeh swore dea evous aad ‘ ble than one in which 
they have ely oiiensive arms. Colentstions stow that coon insignificant 
advantarcs on one side in the ciectiveness of its det system imme- 


he outirve sivatedioe sifation aad lead to the provocation 


diately desta tylisa 


i 
of nuclear war!) Sich a situation obtains «ven af there is a substiantial 
cut in oTeusive asins, ie. a ceut in those ssayeus while snaintaining de- 
fensive systems does not cuarantee stability. 
The veforious “stiatesie defense initiative’ is uot ouly actual deception 
of the prcples but, as Mikhail Gorbachev «aid in tis November 21, 1986 
interview to Tadion jonimalists, “the mesin obstacles to the agreements 


which we scie just whout tio reach in Re \ } NIK” 


Further Mibhail Govmachey voted that wiliftarily SDI is a new stage 
of the ains iace sid means the devel yodits mt of mew iy pes of weapons - 


space weapons. Clearly, far from rashes bifeoostiogal feasion, this will 
heighten if still further. Politically, if SDT is to be tiapt iented, then what 
sense is fiere a Wing talks? Sad aho is oosae fo eto that so as 
to male tthies Scasier for Haury cadacteiab conden and the mili- 
larist advertisers? SDE destabilisces the stiatecie sitnation, undermines 
rather than builds co afidenee and will sow picion. There will be greater 


Siege tatty The situation whieh could arise misht lead to hasty decisions. 
That is why the Ainericans and the cutive world community should all 


look at where SD Dis taking the world. 

A new etuatiow bas fsboen -! pe ii) 1; ooclstions sinee Rey 
kjavik. The frites les have en with ba’ roowi eves the real prospect aad 
practical pos bility of creating a free woild. Phey are convinced 


that there is vo turning back. Ai d ew is only ouc way forward--via a 


new political thinking, via the @wWareness of icalities in the present-day 
diverse contradictory and yet intevral world 


-—J. RIGHT: Obshehestro “Znaniyi”, 1986 
221 (RIGHT: English Tran: i..ticn 
‘cogress Puolishers 1986 


/13104 
CSO: 5200/1426 


10 











SDI AND SPACE ARMS 


SOVIET SCIENTIST DESCRIBES SDI-RELATED WEAPONS TECHNOLOGIES 
Moscow APN MILITARY BULLETIN in English No 6, Dec 86 pp 5-8 


{Article by Sergey Rodionov, candidate of physical and mathematical sciences: 
"Star Wars Technologies and Civilian Technologies" ] 


[Text] Anti-ballistic weapons analysed within the SDI framework may be clas- 
sified as follows: 


1) directional energy weapons, with energy absorbed in a thin surface layer 
of the target; this kind includes all types of laser weapons; 


2) directional energy weapons with a deeper penetration of target material-- 
particle beam weapons; 


3) kinetic weapons--a variety of ballistic shells or homing shells, acceler- 
ated to high velocities and destroying their targets mechanically; 


4) weapons similar to their effects to an electro-magnetic impuise from a 
nuclear explosion (EMI-weapons); these, for example, are bunched millimetre 
waves or strong-current beams of charged particles generating radiation in a 
wide frequency range, 


Estimated damage thresholds of laser weapons amount to something like 10-20 
kJ/sq.cm, The most important characteristic of a laser source is its "bright- 
ness"=--the energy emitted in a unit of solid angle. Combation of brightness 
and damage threshold determine the readius within which a laser weapon can act. 
The most powerful laser systems on hydrogen fluoride (most sophisticated at 
present) ensure at best a brightness of 10 to the power of 18 J/steradian, 
which is about 1,000 times smaller than the level required for SDI components, 


A combat space platform with laser weapons to knock out missiles in the active 
phase of their trajectory must have an ammunition totalling up to 1,000 rounds 
and have the rate of fire of the order of 10 shots a second, The amount of 
energy in each shot of a laser weapon must not be lower than 200 megajoules, 
For existing chemical lasers on hydrogen fluoride the specific energy emission 
is assessed in hundreds of joules per gramme of working agent. Thus, the 
total weight of the necessary chemical fuel for a combat laser platform must 
be several thousands of tons, (One shot requires several tons of fuel.) 
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Although the physical principles of laser weapons are well defined, their 
technical execution would lead to very bulky and heavy systems containing a 
large number of unreliable and vulnerable elements. 


The damagine effect of particle beam weapons “s due to the release in tarse* 
volume of a considerable quantity of energy. which disrupts the operation of 
electronics and may even melt down structural elements. Typical damace thres- 
holds are within the range of several hundreds of joules per gramme. In view 
of the fact that in near-Earth space it is impossible to use charged particle 
beams (they are subject to the action of electromaynetic fields), the only 
practical possibility is the use of beams of neutral hydrogen atoms. Calcn- 
lations show that particle beam weapons with a range of more than 1,000 km 
must be very large in size and consume hunireds of times more energy than 
laser weapons systems, 


Similar difficulties beset systems of kinetic weapons. The vast linear di- 
mensions (hundreds of metres) of clectromaynetic accelerators of kinetic 
projectiles make re-targeting very difficult and consequently lower the rate 
of fire. besides, such space systems are very vulnerable to enemy counter- 
force means, As with other types of space weapons, acceleration of kinetic 
projectiles required enersy systems of excessively vreat weight. 


EMI-weapons build up on a tarzet surface a short-lived impulse of electro- 
magnetic high-frequency enerry which induces marked surface currents (up to 
hundreds of thousands of anperes). These currents, via capacitance and 
induction couplings, penetrate the central regions of a tarset and may 
cause electric surges that can knock electronic circuits out. As a result, 
the guidance system of a ballistic missile or a warhead may be put out of 
action. Evidently it is technically feasible to build LMl-weapons systems 
with a range of 100 kn, 


An analysis of the technical parameters of components incorporated in a lLarge- 
scale anti-missile defence system with space-based elements demonstrates that 
the SDI programme is highly hypertrophied militarily. In this connection at- 
tempts by SII supporters to show up some spinoffs and the stimulatine influ- 
ence of proyramaes to militarise outer space on civilian teclnolovics are 
absolutely sroundless. In the opinion of Acadenician Roald Savdeev. it is 
hard to imacine that multi-billion injections into an oversized laser witha 
tremendous output or into a super-computer control] complex can yield spin- 
offs for the numerous applications likely to result in science and practical 
work for multi-purpose lasers. It is difficult to imazine that for medical 
purposes it is necessary to be able to train a laser with an immense inciner 
ating power of its flux on a spot one square weter in extent, and froma 
distance of several thousand kilometres at that. 
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SDI AND SPACE ARNS 


SOVIET OBSERVER CONTRASTS SDI, NUCLEAR DETERRENCE 


PM121345 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 10 Apr 87 First Edition p 3 


[Observer Manki Ponomarev article under the rubric “International Observer Replies to a 
Reader": “Safety Fuse, Not ‘Safe-Conduct'"] 


[Text] Here is what Reserve Lieutenant Colonel S. Nikulin wrote to the editorial office: 


"I followed attentively the course of British Prime Minister M. Thatcher's visit to the 
USSR. And I was struck by her statement that ‘a world without nuclear weapons would be 
less stable and more dangerous for us all." Does this mean that the hed of the British 
Government subscribes to the ‘nuclear deterrence’ doctrine? What, then, is the 
position with M. Thatcher's proclaimed allegiance to Reagan's SDI? For it seems to me 
that this doctrine and SDI are clearly at variance with each other. Or is there 
something I do not understand here?" 


You have raised an acute question, Comrade Nikulin. [It is a pity it was not asked by 
our observers who conducted the television interview with Mrs M. Thatcher. I[t would 
have been interesting to hear how she would have answered it. 


Indeed, you have only to give careful thought to this, and it will turn out that the 
very widespread Western belief in “nuclear deterrence" is quite incompatible with 
President R. Reagan's so-called SDI. What is more, they are really mutually 
exclusive. But with one reservation: If you take into account only the interpretation 
of SDI disseminated for propaganda purposes by the head of the White House himself, his 
immediale entourage, and certain very close allies, including im the British Isles. 


What do the ideology and policy of “nuclear deterrence" boil down to? To the claim 
that nuclear weapons -- readiness to use them and the fear that the opposing side will 
resort to them to inflict a counterstrike -- are the only means of preventing war in 
our time. And there are many people in all the world who are sincerely convinced that 
an undoubted evil -- nuclear weapons -- is needed to prevent a still greater evil -- 
nuclear war. Those who regard the pursuit of a military superiority and the policy of 
blackmail and threats as of paramount importance in their activity play on this 
conviction. 

Here, for example, is what the brochure "Soviet Military Power," now being published by 
the Pentagon for the sixth time, says: "The United States proceeds in its defense 
policy from the need to ensure nuclear deterrence." And NATO Secretary General Lord 
Carrington declares: "Possession of nuclear weapons is the only thing that makes us 
confident that we can prevent war. And it would really be very stupid to abandon them." 


13 














The British prime minister adheres to the same position. In your letter, Comrade 
Nikulin, you cited M. Thatcher's actual words in this regard. Here are two more 
statements attributed to her. "We are not prepared to agree to the idea of a 
nuclear-free Europe," she declared at the Moscow press conference. And the same idea 
was repeated in her speech to the British Parliament: "The government will not agree 
to the total elimination of nuclear weapons in Europe." 

In fact, the desire to pass oft “nuclear detterrence" as a kind of "“safe-conduct" for 
mankind cannot be justified from either the political or the moral viewpoint. [t is a 
product of the old thinking which regards armed force as a means of achieving a 
political end. With the emergence of nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles this idea 
does not stand up to criticism. No ends at all can be achieved by tweans of nuclear 
weapons, and their use will inevitably result in disaster. 


M.S. Gorbachev made a well reasoned criticism of the “nuclear deterrence™ doctrine in 
his speeches at the Moscow forum "For a Nuclear-Free World, for the Survival of 
Humanity” and at the 30 March dinner in the Great Kremlin Palace. Reliance on nuclear 
weapons leads only to an ever increasing risk of nuclear conflict and is comparaable 
not with "“safe-conduct™ but, rather with a safety fuse leading to a charge capable of 
destroying civilization. The gamble on the force of nuclear weapons is a constant 
source of continuing the arms race and of increasing tension. And the very logic of 
“deterrence” means the subordination of politics to the interests of militarism with 


all the ensuing consequences. 


Thus, if we examine “nuclear deter nce" from a historical perspective, this doctrine 
not only does not reduce but even increases the possibility of military conflicts. 
This was why the CPSU Central Committee Politburo confirmed at its 2 April session the 
Soviet leadership's resolute disagreement with the position according to which the 
conduct of international affairs and national security are only conceived of with 
reliance on nuclear weapons, although this encourages their spread and is fraught with 
universal catastrophe. This is why the Soviet leadership is striving so persistently 
to assert new thinking in the world arena. This is why it advances such large-scale 
peace initiatives and struggles consistently for their implementation. 


What bearing does SDI have on all this? If we take its authors’ claims on trust, the 
whole purpose of SDI is supposedly to reduce the role of nuclear missile weapons to 
naught, make them worthless, and deprive them of any effectiveness. They say they will 
create a “space shield" over America, and no one's nuclear weapons will pose even the 
slightest threat to it. They also promise to place West Europe under this shield. 

And here the question arises: How will things stand then with “nuclear deterrence," 
without which they cannot imagine life in the NATO countries’ capitals on both sides ot 
the Atlantic? And it would be interesting to learn how the question would be answered 
by Mrs. Thatcher, who advocates both “nuclear deterrence" and Reagan's SDI. 


However, the explanation is quite simple. "Nuclear deterrence" is by no means an 
instrument of mutual deterrence but a concentrated expression of the “policy of force” 
based on nuclear intimidation. 


And the notorious SDI is not at all a defensive program aimed at making nuctear weapons 
worthless but something quite different. Here is what that same American brochure 
“Soviet Military Power" says: "If the Soviets acquired a monopoly on the latest ABM 
defense in addition to their 'arge and growing offensive forces, they might consider it 
possible to inflict a strike on the United States or our allies without fearing an 
effective counterstrike." You have only to swap over the words "Soviets" and "United 
States" in that quotation, and everything at once becomes clear. 
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And in conclusion, Comrade Nikulin, another sentence from the same Pentagon brochure: 
"Neither the potential of strategic defense nor the bright prospects of a considerable 
arms reduction eliminates the need to maintain the strength of our (that is, American 
-—— M.P.) nuclear deterrent force." It seems to have been left in the text through an 
obvious oversight by the editors. For it prints in black and white what you and |! 
discerned long ago and what the transatlantic propagandists hide so diligently from the 
public. Not even the full implementation of SDI will lead to the elimination of the 
U.S. nuclear forces but will serve as both a cover for them and a substantial addition 
to them. This is precisely the point. 
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SDI AND SPACE ARMS 


USSR: RADIOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF ATMOSPHERIC DISPERSION OF PLUTONIUM-239 
Moscow APN MILITARY BULLETIN in English No 6, Dec 86 pp 8-l1l 
[Unattributed item by "Observer": "Is It Possible To Disprove Calculations?’ ] 


[Text] A little over two years ago Amadei D'Adamo published in THE NEW YORK 
TIMES preliminary calculations on the formation of a plutonium cover injurious 
to nature and people following the operation of a space missile defence system, 
This professor of biology, citing the laws of gravitation, claimed that in the 
event of even ten percent of existing missiles being destroyed, the atmospher 
could be poisoned with plutonium equivalent in its effect to ten billion 
pounds of cyanide, with a half-life period of 120,000 years. 


D'Adamo's statements were qualified by SDI supporters as futurological con- 
clusions far divorced from reality and were repudiated not only with words, 
but also with public demonstrations of laser techniques that destroyed targets 
with invisible rays seemingly harmless for people and the Earth's biosphere, 


It appears however that the American professor is right in the main thing-—a 
strategic defence system with space-based elements is capable of producing 
the same result as a nuclear war, that is, it can lead to the perishing of 
all life due to radioactive contamination, 


Let us try to analyse this by taking as our point of departure the calcula- 
tions of American scientists engaged in the SDI programme, According to their 
estimates, the first echelon of a global ABM system (a total of 5 to 7 echelons 
are planned) would be penetrated by about 30 percent of the enemy missiles 
launched, The missiles that would leak would ensure their warheads a speed 
necessary for flight along the calculated ballistic path, Hitting and destroy- 
ing of these warheads by the subsequent echelons of the ABM system would not be 
able to alter the flight trajectory and these warheads or their fragments would 
inevitably reach the calculated spot. In addition, fragments of ICBM warheads 
hit at the closing stages of the boost phase which nevertheless gained enough 
speed to reach their targets would fall on the Earth, In that way, some 60 to 
70 percent of the warheads containing nuclear ammunition with plutonium-239 
would burn over or fall on tne Earth. 
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Under American nuclear war scenarios, a massive strike may involve no less 
than 6,000 enemy warheads. Proceeding from this, it may be assumed that given 
a highly effective ABM system the enemy's territory would be reached by frag- 
ments of some 4,000 warheads with a total amount of plutonium-239 in the order 
of 25 to 40 tons, 


The principal mass of the plutonium-239 would burn up in the atmosphere, pro- 
ducing fine-dispersed aerosol particles of plutonium dioxide with linear 
dimensions of the order of one micrometre, while part of that mass would fall 
on the Earth's surface in the form of relatively large chunks that would eget 
oxidised in the air as well, 


Since the aerosol particles so farmed may be regarded as distributed more or 
less evenly in the atmosphere at altitudes of up to 10 km from the Earth's sur- 
face, then the concentration level of plutonium-239 in the air would exceed 10 
to the inverse 13th power g/litre, which would be a thousand times more than 
the permissible norm. Besides, it should be taken into consideration that dur- 
ing approximately one to two years aerosol particles would be deposited from 
the upper layers of the atmosphere into the lower ones directly near the 
Earth's surface. The dust of plutonium-239 dioxide that would be deposited 

on the Earth would be partly lifted into the air by winds. All that could 

lead to a considerable local increase in the plutonium content in near-Earth 
air layers, up to a concentration of the order of 10 to the inverse llth or 
12th power g/litre, 


The inhalation path of plutonium-239 is most dangerous for human health and 
life, Plutonium particles, once inside the human organism. are practically 
not removed. They would accumulate predominantly in the lungs. In the course 
of two years (the time when high concentrations of plutonium-239 in the lower 
layers of the atmosphere would be retained) the lungs of a person in, for ex- 
ample, the U.S, or Europe would receive more than 6 x 10 to the inverse 6th 
power gramme (6 microgrammes) of plutonium dioxide, 


The effect of such an amount of plutonium in the human organism may be il- 
lustrated with the following calculations, A dioxide particle with a content 
of plutonium-239 of the order of 10 to the inverse llth power grammes found in 
the lunge alveoli has an activity of 2.3 x 10 to the inverse 2nd power 
becquerel (one becquerel is equal to one disintegration of second), The pene- 
tration depth of alpha particles with an energy of 5.5 MeV emitted during the 
decay of plutonium-239 nuclei is about 40 micrometres in the lung substance. 
Thus, every plutonium particle would in the course of two years create a dose 
of absorbed radiation over 100 rad in the tissues surrounding the lung within 
a radius of 1 mm, With time the dose would grow, 


As is known, the effect of alpha radiation is about ten times higher than gamma 
and beta radiations, which are the main radiological effects in nuclear ex- 
plosions and in subsequent radioactive contamination. Accordingly, the equiv- 
olent dose to each particle of plutonium-239 dioxide would be more than 1,000 
rem over the two years, which would result in serious radiation lesions and 
necrosis of lung tissues in a locally exposed zone, 
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The volume of a lung zone affected by each particle of plutonium-239 dioxide 
is approximately 4 x 10 to the inverse 3rd power cu.cm, and for the total 
number of particles accumulated over two years (600,000 particles) up to 
2,500 cu.cm or 2.5 litres, which is about lalf of the lung volume. It 
should be remembered that the lethal nature of such an effect would be deter- 
mined not only by the size of the affected part of the lung tissue, but also 
by attendant lung bleeding and infectious lung diseases. 


In a number of intances the effect of plutonium-239 on the organism would 

not be confined only to the lungs. but may also lead to disturbances in the 
blood formation system, to blood diseases and to the damare of the orranism's 
immune system, Other long-term effects of radiation contamination with 
plutonium-239 would be an increased incidence of cancer disease, cirrhosis 

of the liver, and pneumosclerosis, Of particular risk is the lonp-term effect 
of plutonium-239 on the growing organisms of children. 


The above calculations may cause a controversy amone experts and be adjusted 
either way. Dut the main conclusion remains unchanred: the ultimate result 
of the actual use of SDI would be comparable to the result of the use of radio- 
logical weapons, which are known to have been bannec. 


/9274 
CSO: 5200/1416 


18 











U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS 


USSR: ACDA DOCUMENT ON NST ROUND SEVEN CRITICIZED 
Moscow APN MILITARY BULLETIN in English No 2, Jan 87 pp 1-7 


[article by Col-Gen Nikolay Chervov, USSR General Staff department chief: 
“At Round VII in Geneva the United States Has Considerably Departed from 
the Reykjavik Understanding") 


[Text] The US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency published late in 
January “United States and Soviet Union NST Proposals--Round VII." 

This is the American interpretation of the sides’ common approach to the 
issue. Talking to Military Bulletin, Colonel-General Nikolai Chervov 
sets forth a Soviet viewpoint on the matter. 


MB. Does the US approach to the nuclear and space weapon talks (NST 
Round VII), as expressed in the above document, reflect the mutual under-~ 
standing reached in Reykjavik? 


Chevvov. It doesn't. Judging by the document, at Round VII the US has 
substantially deviated from the Reykjavik understanding. This document 
distorts the proposals the USS? advanced in Reykjavik and at NST. Here 
are facts. 


The US document attempts to set the Soviet package tabled at Round VII 
against the Soviet proposals made at the USSR-US summit Geneva in November 
1985. It is pretended that the mutual understanding reached in Reykjavik 
is of no significance. 


The Agency's document alleges that whereas at the Geneva summit the USSR 
did not link strategic offensive arms and medium-range missiles to other 
issues, at Round VII the Soviet side sees these weapons in package. A 
primitive trick designed for the ill-informed. 


First, before, during and after the Geneva summit, that is from the NST 
start, the Soviet proposals as regards strategic offensive arms have been 
linked to the space issue. The Soviet (Union has always held that space 
should remain peaceful and there should be no weapons, Soviet or American 
there if we want to see major cuts in strategic offensive arms. It is 
strange that the Agency does not know of this Soviet stand. They don't 
even know that at the Geneva summit the sides interpreted a 50 percent cut 
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differently. While the United States applied a 50 percent cut only to 
strategic offensive arms, the Soviet Union extended it to all strategic 
weapons reaching the other's territory. Overlooking this "minor detail," 
the United States is presenting things topsy-turvy. 


The Soviet position with regard to medium-range missiles has also been 
distorted. At the Geneva summit the USSR wanted this problem to be resolved 
out of contact with other issues, provided Britain and France did not 
increase the corresponding weapons and the United States undertook not to 
transfer strategic missiles to other countries. In Reykjavik, the Soviet 
Union even agreed with the US zero option. Why then does the Agency hush 
up the package of major, unprecedented concessions made by the USSR? 


It is simply because it would be disa¢ antageous for them to speak about 
the Soviet proposals in Reykjavik in general now that the Americans are 
returning to their pre-Reykjavik stand. Hence, attempts to keep the public 
in the dark as regards the Reykjavik accords and "to ennoble" the US 
destructive attitude to Round VII. 


The USSR considers that the Reykjavik summit was a major event which ended 
one stage in our campaign for disarmament and opened another. The Soviet 
proposals tabled in Reykjavik remain in force. For all resistance on the 
part of the US right-wing extremists, it is now impossible to get away 
from what was achieved in Reykjavik. 


MB. Since the Agency's document does not say anything about the results 
reached in Reykjavik, will you kindly tell us on what points the sides 
agreed and disagreed in Iceland? From what specific accords the US is 
currently departing? 


Chervov. Two positions were discussed in Reykjavik. The Soviet position 
took the form of a package of new major proposals to slash down and fully 
abolish nuclear weapons and not to orbit strike space weapons. The US 
stand was reduced to the proposals Washington advanced at the Geneva talks 
earlier and aimed to develop, test and orbit strike space weapons. The 
United States did not make a single new proposal. Nevertheless, insistent 
and flexible, the USSR succeeded in leading the US right up to an agreement 
to reduce strategic offensive arms and liquidate medium-range missiles in 
Europe. 


On strategic offensive arms, the USSR offered the US a new formula for a 

50 percent cut in strategic weapons: to halve over the next five years, 

by the end of 1991, the strategic triad encompassing intercontinental 
ballistic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles and heavy bombers. 
The sides agreed to effect the reduction to allow each of them to keep 
1,600 carriers with 6,000 warheads (about 50 percent of the current US 
stocks of warheads). An understanding was reached that the sides would 
themselves determine the structure of their strategic offensive arms after 
the 50 percent cut, i.e. the mix of intercontinental ballistic missiles, 
submarine-launched ballistic missiles and heavy bombers. The sides agreed 
that all strategic offensive aris would be fully abolished in the subsequent 
five years (by the end of 1996). 
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On strategic offensive arms, the USSR went to major concessions. First, 

it removed the earlier demand of the US medium-range missiles and forward- 
deployed weapons reaching Soviet territory being included in the strategic 
count. Second, the USSR, taking into account the US concern as regards 
Soviet heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles, agreed to cut them by 
halve. Third, the USSR agreed to see, within the fixed carrier and warhead 
levels, heavy bombers equipped with nuclear bombs and SRAM missiles as 
single warhead missiles (i.e. one carrier, one unit). 


On medium-range missiles, the USSR also made concessions, considering the 
importance of the issue for Europe. The USSR proposed fully eliminating 
SS-20s, Pershing-2s and cruise missiles in Europe, while leaving the British 
and French nuclear armaments intact. It agreed to reduce its medium-range 
missiles in Asia to 100 warheads. In that case the United States would 

have as many warheads with its missiles on its territory, Alaska excluded. 
The Soviet compromises made an agreement possible also on medium-range 
missiles. 


In this way, in Reykjavik an understanding was reached both on strategic 
offensive arms and medium-range missiles. A realistic prospect thus emerged 
for major cuts in nuclear weapons. The new situation shifted the emphasis 
onto the strict observance of the AMB treaty so that the US would not 

employ strike space weapons to prevail over the Soviet Union militarily. 

The Soviet Union insisted on a reinforced ABM treaty, the signatories not 
usiug for ten years their right to withdraw from the treaty and on banning 
tests for space-based components of an anti-missile defence system. The 
United States wanted the Soviet Union to agree with SDI deployment, steering 
for a revision cof the ABM Treaty. The US President proposed, while reducing 
strategic offensive arms, replacing the termless ABM treaty with a temporary 
scheme. This was an attempt to get a Soviet go-ahead for dismantling the 
AMB Treaty and allowing the Pentagon to take weapons to space. The Soviet 
Union would not agree to such things. SDI blocked a realistic solution 

for the nuclear weapons issue. 


All blame for the chance lost in Reykjavik goes to the United States. The 
US President brushed aside all Soviet proposals and rejected nuclear dis- 
armament in favour of its Star Wars. 


Judging by the Agency's document, the US has, first, toughened its stand 

on SDI. Alleging dedication to the ABM treaty, the US Administration is 
seeking Soviet consent to space tests for space-based components of an anti- 
missile defence system, along with a 50 percent cut in Soviet and US 
ballistic missiles. The aim? 





While formally sticking to the ABM treaty, the United States wants, with 
Soviet consent, to develop and test over a fixed period (10 years) all the 
hardware for a major anti-missile defence system with space-based elements. 
Those projects completed and SDI feasibility confirmed, the United States 
would start deploying a space-based anti-missile defence system and scrap 
the 1972 treaty. However, in the meantime, Washington expects the sides 
would have made major cuts in their ballistic missiles, bringing the level 
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of warheads down to 4,500 under the US 50 percent-cut variant. In such a 
case SDI would be dealing with just 4,500 warheads. This would facilitate 
a space-based anti-missile defence system, enhancing confidence as regards 
its effectiveness. 


The USSR won't help the United States disarm itself. There cannot be any 
compromises here. Radical cuts in nuclear armaments would be possible if 
the ABM Treaty's provisions banning the space tests of components of an 
anti-missile defence system were strictly complied with, i.e. the arms race 
not transferred to space. Tests of space-based components of an anti- 
missile defence system, in violation of Article 5 of the ABM Treaty, would 
make the treaty meaningless, not worth the paper it has been written on. 

In the absence of the ABM Treaty, considering the fact that the United 
States discarded SALT-2, strategic offensive arms development would proceed 
chaotically, as a game without rules, to make any nuclear arms reductions 
impossible. 


Second, the US is departing from the Reykjavik accords on strategic offensive 
arms. The Agency's document says that only offensive ballistic missiles, 
not all strategic offensive arms as was agreed, in principle, in Reykjavik, 
should be fully abolished by the end of 1996. What's behind this? This 
would leave the USSR without strategic hardware to counteract Washington. 
As for the United States, it wants to have more than a 5-time superiority 
over the USSR in nuclear weapons for heavy bombers and a multiple increase 
over us in sea-launched cruise missiles. Further, the United States wants 
to preserve some 3,000 warheads with the US forward-based nuclear weapons 
and carrier-based aircraft capable of hitting Soviet territory. In other 
words, the United States would like to return to the 40s and 50s when US 
territory was invulnerable, while Soviet territory was exposed to a massive 
threat on the part of the US strategic and tactical strike airforce. No 
man in his senses would accept such a proposal. 


At the Geneva talks, as the Agency's document plainly states, the US has 
returned to its old proposals as regards throw weight, limits and sub- 
limits for strategic offensive arms, having thus breached the Reykjavik 
accords. If the United States is really interested in preserving the mutual 
understanding recorded in Reykjavik and not just paying lip-service to the 
matter, such possibilities do exist. In Geneva on November 7, the Soviet 
delegation presented new proposals based on the Reykjavik agreements. 

The ball is now in Washington's court. 


The dilemma is as follows: either progress towards real cuts in nuclear 
weapons or a Star Wars-related round in the arms race. The US right-wing 
extremists are urging the President to start deploying surface components, 
available with today's technology, of an anti-missile defence system, not 
waiting for the completion of its space-based elements. In the National 
Press Club in Washington recently, Caspar Weinberger said the Pentagon would 
orbit SDI weapons as soon as they were ready. On January 12, shortly before 
Round VII, the US President called for SDI's early implementation as if he 
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did not know that the ABM treaty was against the space-based components 

of an anti-missile defence system. That is probably why papers such as the 
Agency's document appear, muddling up the main issue, i.e. whether space 
will remain peaceful or will accommodate deadly weapons. This is the 
touchstone for the sides’ allegations that they want to avert the nuclear 
threat from the world. All countries want to see the matter settled posi- 
tively. They should work for disarmament more effectively. 


/9317 
CSO: 5200/1424 
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U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS 


PRC PEOPLE'S DAILY ON 'SINCERITY' OF U.S.-USSR ARMS TALKS 


HKO31001 Beijing RENMIN RIBAO in Chinese 1 Apr 87 p 6 


{Article by Chi Li (6688 4539): "The Whole World Is Watching"] 


[Text] How much sincerity do the United States and the Soviet Union have for reducing 
nuclear weapons? This is a question about which more and more people in the world are 


thinking. 


The weekly "U.S. NEW AND WORLD REPORT" recently published an article entitled "Arms 
Control Talks Enter a Substantial Stage," saying that as the U.S -Soviet talks on 
medium-range missiles entered a substantial stage, both sides were arguing endlessly on 
some minor issues. It asked: Do the two sides really hope to reach an agreement or 
will they try to play some tricks in order to place the blame on the other side? This 
article showed that many people in the United States are still doubtful about the 
U.S.-Soviet talks on mediur-range missiles. 


Such concerns are not groundless. Since the beginning of the medium-range missiles 
talks, the United States and the Soviet Union have added additional terms one after 
another to the basic agreement they reached at the Iceland summit meeting. The Soviet 
Union holds that the U.S.-Soviet talks on reducing medium-range missiles in Europe 
should be separated from the talks on limiting short-range missiles and conventional 
weapons, but the United States holds that this would represent “retrogression" and 
emphasizes that consideration should be given to the issue of limiting short-range 
missiles and conventional weapons at the same time. On the other hand, the United 
States has put forth a “detailed” verification scheme, while the Soviet Union has 
called for some “comprehensive and reliable" means of examination. The United States 
holds that it should have the right to transform the "Pershing II"' missiles to 
"PersiingIV" short-range missiles, while the Soviet Union insists that it should have 
the right to rebuild the SS-20 missiles into intercontinental missiles. 


All this has left an impression on people that the two sides are just playing tricks on 
each other rather than advancing step by step toward the objective of reaching an 
agreement. Therefore, they deliberately complicate things to outdo the other side and 
raise new obstacles to the talks. 


A lack of sincerity and mutual trust is the main reason why no progress can be made in 
U.S.-Soviet disarmament talks. 
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At present, it seems that the U.S.-Soviet talks on medium-range missiles will return to 
the old track of their disarmament talks many years ago. In the talks, both sides are 
trying hard to maintain their respective strategic interests and to win strength 
Superiority over the other side, but disregard the world's people's ardent desire for 
peace and security. 


The recent UN disarmament conference in Beijing unanimously urged the United States and 
the Soviet Union to show sincerity and take actual steps to reduce their arms rather 
than merely putting forth some disarmament proposals or signing some disarmament 
agreements. 


Will the two countries, which shov'd bear special responsibility, for nuclear 
disarmament, accept this advice? The whole world is watching. 


/9738 
CSO: 5200/4017 
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U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR AND SPACE ARMS TALKS 


PERU'S GARCIA SUPPORTS SOVIET PEACE, ARMS LIMITATION PROPOSALS 
PY311404 Paris AFP in Spanish 0500 GMT 31 Mar 87 


[Text] Lima, 30 Mar (AFP) -- President Alan Garcia today said that he follows with 
interest the proposals of Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev in favor of the limitation of 
nuclear weapons. Garcia made this statement after meeting for 30 minutes with a Soviet 
parliamentary delegation headed by Grant M. Voskanyan, deputy chairman of the USSR 


Supreme Soviet Presidium. 


After the meeting held in the Government Palace, President Garcia indicated that the 
visit will strengthen trade between Peru and the Soviet Union. 


Voskanyan stated that he conveyed to President Garcia the greetings of Andrey Gromyko, 
president of the USSR Supreme Soviet Presidium and former foreign minister. 


The Soviet delegation was also received today by Senate President Armando Villanueva, 
and Chamber of Deputies President Fernando Leon de Vivero. 


After the meeting with Voskanyan, Villanueva said that the Peruvian Government and 
people join with the Soviet Union in the struggle for peace and the limitation of the 
manufacturing and purchase of weapons so that these resources can be used to take care 
of the needs for food, education and the health of people throughout the world. 


/12858 
CSO: 5200/2006 
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SALT/START ISSUES 


SOVIET COLONEL DISCUSSES STEALTH TECHNOLOGY 


PM091337 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 8 Apr 87 First Edition p 3 


{"Military-Technical Review" by Candidate of Military Sciences Colonel V. Nazarenko: 
""Stealth’: Program and Technology"; first paragraph is readers’ letter] 


[Text] “The foreign press has recently begun to use quite frequently the world 
combinations ‘Stealth technology’ and ‘the Stealth program." Could the newspaper not 
write about this in greater detail? T. Melnikov, V. Yesikov, A. Tsvylov." 


The essence of Stealth technology consists in using scientific and _ technical 
achievements to sharply reduce the observability of aircraft (manned and unmanned) by 
radar or thermal (infrared) location. It is a question of reducing the airframe's 
effective scattering cross section and the radiation intensity of the propulsion system 


(engine). 


The essence of the Stealth program, so called by analogy with the technology, is the 
creation of a new generation of models of "“inconspicuous" aviation and_ rocket 
technology. Foreign commentators believe that this program will be one of the 


costliest. 


So, what is the essence of the scheme? American specialists believe that in the future 
it will be possible to reduce the extent of the aircraft's effective scattering cross 
section to hundredths of a square meter (for the B-l1A bomber it now stands at 
approximately 10 square meters). They propose to achieve this by improving the 
airframe configuration, replacing traditional materials with ones that do not reflect 
electromagnetic energy, and employing highly efficient antiradar coatings. 


One of the difficulties the designers are encountering, the foreign press points out, 
is that of reaching a compromise between the shape of the aircraft and its flight and 
technical characteristics. Virtually all types of modern fighters and bombers make 
iceal radar targets, as they have large reflective surfaces. In addition, the majority 
of these aircraft have prominent [gabaritnyy] air intakes and exhaust units. They are 
"hung about" with bombs, missiles, and various containers which form "corner 
reflectors" of kind. Therefore the main principles of the design and aerodynamic 
configuration of Stealth aircraft consist in concealing all suspension elements inside 
the airframe. It is also sought to hide the engines behind special air intakes and to 


eliminate vertical surfaces. 
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Foreign specialists believe that it is possible to realize the idea of an airframe 
“integral Layout," which will ensure less “conspicuousness"™ and greater Lift for the 
aircraft while satisfying other requirements, only on the basis of machine design 
methods. This comparison is cited in the press: The American B-52 and F-4 aircraft, 
which were developed with a view, above all, to meeting aerodynamic, flight, and 
technical requirements, had effective scattering cross sections of 100 and 5 square 
meters respectively. The F-14 and F-l5 fighters were created with regard to new 
requirements, and so with them this indicator is equal to approximately 3 square 
meters. The effective scattering cross section has been reduced for the F-l6 fighter 
and the B-LA bomber. 


According to foreign press reports, in creating the B-IB heavy bomber they have 
succeeded in significantly doing away with the so-called “resonating effect" (this 
arises when the length of the external airframe structural members is exactly divisible 
by half the wavelength of the radar signals sweeping the aircraft) and have secured and 
effective scattering cross section of approximately | square meter. 


The aircraft's wave-shaped form, obtained by altering the curvature of the leading edge 
of the wings and improving the cut of the air intakes, as well as removing from the fin 
the antenna of the radioelectronic suppression station and replacing it with an antenna 
built into the fuselage, to a certain extent meets the requirements of Stealth 
technology. Nevertheless, foreign military experts point out, neither the B-1B bomber 
nor the SR-71 reconnaissance aircraft with a “disproportionately small radar image" is 
what future aircraft will look Like. 


Specialists of the Northrop, Lockheed, Boeing, and other aviation firms believe that 
Stealth fighters and bombers will most Likely be in the form of a “flying wing" without 
fuselage or tail units. The press has reported tests of several models of manned 
fighters desigued with regard to Stealth technology -- the Kheyv blyu [as published] 
program. Radar operators were able to detect one of these aircraft “of strange 
external appearance," the foreign press points out, “only when it was so close that 
under real conditions there would not have been time to launch a missile." 


The Lockheed firm has developed a new aircraft on the basis of Kheyv blyu [as 
published] models (the Western press calls it Specter, Ghostrider, Frisbee, or the 
F-19) and has tested it. On the basis of those tests the U.S. Strategic Air Command 
concluded that, although the "flying wing” design has not been rid of shortcomings, 
priority must still be given to reducing the aircraft's effective scattering cross 
ection over certain of its aerodynamic properties. 


Developers of new-generation aircraft pin great hopes on special fuselage and 
wing coatings which absorb or dissipate the electromagnetic energy of radar 
Signals. It is a question of complex multilayer materials of glass fiber 
and chemically processed foam, graphite and epoxy resin, rubber and ferrites, 
ane others. Reports have appeared in the foreign press that the airframe's 
visibility" can also be reduced by using superstrong light alloys (like 
kevlar) and aluminides, as well as by using new composition materials whose 
molecular structure helps to dissipate radar signals. 
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fo disguise the engine's thermal radiation it is proposed to use ceramic shields and 
special exhaust units, to add various chemicals to the exhaust jet of gases, and to 
form "screens" of cold air and Liquid nitrogen. The task of shielding has proved not 
only complex but also contradictory, because the introduction of additional shields 
into the aircraft's design affects its aerodynamic characteristics and entails an 
inevitable increase in the scattering cross section. This is why it is thought that 
the package of measures must also include the use of automated onboard systems of 
electronic equipment capable of substantially reducing the efficiency of radar and 
infrared means of detection. 


Foreign specialists believe that the maximum effect can only be obtained if 
comprehensive use is made of all the Steaith technology methods aimed at sharply 
reducing the Likelihood of aircraft being detected by enemy radar. 


The Stealth program is not confined just to the creation of fighter, bomber, and attack 
aireraft. The General Dynamics firm is develcping a Stealth cruise missile, which will 
hecome the chief armament of the B-1B strategic bomber. U.S. Navy specialists are also 
working on a Stealth cruise missile. All these programs are designed to give a new 


boost to a further arms race. 


/12858 
CSO: 5206/1415 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


USSR: COVERACE OF GORBACHEV VISIT TO CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

Talks with Husak 10 April 
PM101112 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 10 Apr 87 Second Edition p 1 
[TASS report: "M.S. Gorbachev's Talk With G. Husak"] 


[Excerpts] Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee, met in Prague on 9 April with Gustav Husak, general secretary of 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Czechosiovakia and president 
of Czechoslovakia. 


In a conversation marked by comradely trust and frankness, [otkrovyennost ] 
they exchanged views on topical issues in the two parties’ activity and 
major elements in the development of Soviet-Czechoslovak relations. 


Considering international issues, they gave special attention to the need 
for resolving the problem of eliminating medium-range missiles from Europe 
and strengthening peace and cooperation on the continent. 


Gorbachev Dinner Speech 
PM101108 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 10 Apr 87 Second Edition p 2 


{TASS report under the general heading "In a Cordial, Comradely Atmosphere": 
"Comrade M.S. Gorbachev's Speech") 


[Excerpt] Today we also discussed with Comrade Husak international affairs. 
Our opinions and appioaches to problems and the entire philosophy of foreign 
policy are identical. We also have the same opinion of the main danger 
threatening mankind--the danger of nuclear war. 


In this context I would like -- so to speak, hot on the heels of the latest meetings, 
talks, and addresses of Western politicians -- to give my opinion of nuclear weapons. 


Now when there is real hope of starting the process of Liquidating these weapons, some 
Western politicians began to literally eulogize them. They claim that it is only to 
these weapons that Europe owes the long period of peace and that, allegedly, only these 
weapons can guarantee security in the future. 


30 











Ours is a different opinion, we approach nuclear weapons and the ensuring of relishle 
security of nations in a different way. Banking on nuclear deterrence is extremely 
dangerous. It is enough to say that today more than 20,000 nuclear charges can be used 
at once, from the strategic nuclear arsenals of the U.S. and the USSR alone. this 
unimaginably destructive force is kept in the highest degree of readiness and missiles 
with warheads are aimed at concrete targets. [paragraph continues] 


At the same time, the Western states possessing nuclear weapons refuse, in contrast t» 
the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of China, to commit themselves to not being 


the first to use them. 





Let us concede, however, that Western leaders will have enough sense and will not press 
the red button in order not to expose their own countries to a crushing retaliation. 
But what if the danger of a lethal explosion arises as a result of human error, a 
technical fault, or an evil intention of some individual? The possibility of such a 
tragic development of events has been spoken of often. This possibility will increase 
many times if nuclear weapons are deployed in outer space, according to the U.S. “Star 
Wars" concept. 


It also is said that nuclear weapons are necessary for ensuring national interests. 
Rut what will happen then with the nonnuclear countries? They will either have to 
commit their fate into the hands of the nuclear states or seek ways of obtaining these 
weapons. It is not hard to imagine what a future would await mankind if they spread to 
all countries and continents. 


The very idea of mankind being condemned to live in constant, inexorable danger of 
self-destruction seems criminal to us. Banking on maintaining nuclear weapons means 
depriving people of hope for the future. ‘owever, nations cannot and do not want to be 
hostages of selfish interests or or the madness of militaristic circles. 


This is why we cannot agree with the concept of nuclear deterrence. This is why we 
speak of the need for new political thinking whose first and main requirement is to 
acknowledge the necessity and feasibility of creating a nuclear-free world for the sake 


of mankind's survival. 

Where else but in Europe above all should the way to this thinking be paved? 

Dear Comrades, [ think that | express a common opinion if I say that the first day of 
the visit and its results justify our belief that our meetings and talks here in 
Czechoslovakia will be a good contribution to strengthening Soviet-Czechoslov tk 


cooperation and joint action, that they will help consolidate the positions of the 
forces of progress and socialism, that they will contribute to peace. 


May the fraternity of the Soviet and Czechoslovak Communists, of the nations of the 
Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia develop and strengthen. 


to the friendship of the nations of the socialist countries. 
To the health of Comrade Husak and al! those present. 


the speeches of Comrades G. Husak and M.S. Gorbachev were heard with great attention 
and greeted with prolonged applause. 


the dinner took place in a cordial, comradely atmosphere. 
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Gorbachev 10 April Rally Speech 
PM1311i2 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 11 Apr 87 Second Edition pp 1, 2 
{"Czechoslovak-Soviet Friendship Rally"] 


[Excerpt] Esteemed comrades! The time in which we live sets us complex 
and, if you like, even puzzling questions concerning the destinies of the 
world and the future of mankind. The mutual dependence of the present-day 
world is such that all peoples are similar to climbers roped together on 

a mountainside; they either can climb higher together to the summit or 

fall together into the abyss. To prevent a fall happening, politicians must 


rise above narrowly conceived, selfish interests and recognize the entire draaatic 
nature of the present situation. This is why the question of the need tor new 
political thinking in the nuclear age is so acute. It is thi: new political thinking 
alone that is capable of leading all those who take part in international relations to 
take urgent measures to avert the nuclear catastrophe that threatens to destroy 
mankind. It cannot be said that the idea of new thinking has aroused no response. On 
the contrary, the number of people in the world who share it is growing. Among thom 
are scientists, doctors, representatives of many other professions, the creativ 
intelligentsia; it was possible to be convinced of this once again during the 
international forum For a Nuclear-Free World, for the Survival of Humanity, held 
recently in Moscow. On certain questions we also can see signs of a new approach to 
international affairs on the part of a number of eminent Western politicians and 


statesmen. But these are just the first shoots of growth. 


The old stereotypes that put their imprint on foreign policy are still strong in the 
West. It will be possible to really speak of the new political thinking having been 
transformed into a real force only when the cause of disarmament has finally been moved 


out of a deadlock. 


Is it possible to hope for this? What prospects are there today? I will reply 
immediately -- there are hopes, and it is possible to reduce the danger of war. This 
is our conviction. It is founded both on the growing understanding in the world of “he 
fatal consequences to humanity of a nuclear conflict as well as on the opportunities 
that opened up in Reykjavik for achieving accords on a significant reduction and the 
elimination of the more destructive forms of nuclear weapons. 


The Soviet Union responsibly states its desire to seek mutually acceptable solutions 
for the whole complex of nuclear disarmament. A radical reduction of strategic 
offensive arms remains a fundamental problem. We are, as is known, ready to take the 
most resolute steps with regard to this, both a 50-percent reduction of these arms over 
a period of 5 years and their complete elimination over a period of 10 years -- under 
the condition -- naturally an indispensible one -- that the ABM Treaty be strictly 
observed and that the arms race not start in space. 


Striving to make, finally, the first and therefore extraordinarily important step along 
the path of disarmament, we proposed that a separate accord be reached on medium range 
missiles. In this we took into account both the voice of the world public and the 
desire, voiced by our Western partners, to rid Europe completely of these missiles. 
However, a paradoxical situation has come about. Some politicians and even governments 
now are disowning their own zero option, as though it is the evil one, attempting to 
hedge in the solution of the question of the medium-range missiles with all monner of 


reservations and provisos. 
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Much is being written and said currently in the West about the problem of operational 
and tactical missiles. We are ready to solve this problem constructively, tco, but to 
do this in such a way is not to conplicate the achievement of am accord on what is at 
present the central question -—- the # edium-range missiles. 


To make it easier to reach an agreement on medium-range missiles in Europe without 
delay, we propose to commence discussion on the question of reducing and subsequently 
eliminating missiles with ranges of between 500 and 1,000 km, deployed on the Furopean 
Continent, without tying to this progress and results in solving the problem of 
medium-range missiles. For the period of the talks, the sides would pledge not to 
increase the number of operational and tactical missiles. 


I stress that we are in favor of bringing this matter to a radical reduction and, 
ultimately, to the complete elimination of operational and tactical missiles in 
Furope. We consider it to be unnecessary to incorporate into a future accord various 
allowances for their build up and perfection. 


Following the signing of an agreement on medium-range missiles j[rakety sredney 
dalnosti], and irrespective of the progress of discussion on the issue of operational 
and tactical missiles [operativno-takticheskiye rakety], the Soviet Union, after 
consultation with the Governments of Czechoslovakia and the GDR, will withdraw frem 
those countries the missiles deployed there in response to the deployment of Pershing-2 
and cruise missiles in Western Europe. 


The implementation of au accord on operational and tactical missiles would, naturally, 


be carried out undec strict verification [kontrol], just as is the case tor 
medium-range missiles and strategic nuclear arms. 

If we are talking about the reduction and especially the elimination of whole classes 
of nuclear arms in Europe, issues of the verification [proverka] of the observance of 


future agreements also acquires a qualitatively new significance. 


Verification [kontrol] in these conditions becomes one of the most important means of 
guaranteeing security. This is why we will advocate the elaboration of very strict 
measures in this field, having in mind, of course, not verification for the sake of 
verification [kontrol], but monitoring [proverka] of the fulfillment of the obligations 
undertaken by the sides at all stages of nuclear disarmament. 


Appropriate verification [kontrol], including the use of on-site inspection, mst 
encompass the missiles and launchers remaining after reduction, both the operations! 
ones and those at all other installations, test sites, production works, training 
centers and so on. 


The admission of inspectors to the other side's military bases on the territory of 
third countries also must be guaranteed; this is essential to obtain total contidence 
in the fact that the agreement is being strictly observed. 


Another urgent issue that is directly connected with European” security: tha 
concentration in that region of a huge potential of armed forces and conventional 
arms. Of course, for Europe, as for all the world, the elimination of nuclear weapon: 
-- strategic, medium-range, and operational and tactical [lLikvidatsiys yadernogo 
orzhiya strategicheskogo, sredney dalnosti, i operativno-takticheskogo] is a 
priority task. It §s doubtful whether anyone would argue with this. However, let us 
put the question in the following way: Does the huge concentration on the continent of 
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tactical nuclear and nonnuclear weapons as well as the armed forces confronting each 
other correspond to the idea of a safe world? I think that the answer to this question 
is clear. Unfortunately, as yet absolutely nothing has been done to remedy the 
extremely unsatisfactory situation that has unfolded here. 


The situation must be changed abruptly by the adoption of measures to reduce, and, in 
the final analysis, to eliminate tactical nuclear weapons, and to reduce radically 
armed forces and conventional arms in order to exclude the possibility of a sudden 
attack. 


A major step in this direction would be the implementation of the Warsaw Pact 
countries’ Budapest program, in which it is proposed to resolve the issues of the 
reduction of armed forces and conventional arms as a set with tactical missiles, strike 
aircraft, nuclear artillery, and other tactical nuclear means. [voprosy sokrashcheniya 
vooruzhennykh sil i  obychnykh vooruzhenii predlagaetsya reshat v_ komplekse = s 
takticheskimi raketami, udarnoy aviatsiyey, atomnoy artilleriyey i drug imi 
takticheskimi, yadernymi sredstvami. ] 


The need for such joint consideration is dictated by the fact that tactical 
nuclear weapons are, for the most part, dual-purpose weapons, that is, they 
can carry both conventional and nuclear warheads. [neobkhodimost takogo 
sovmestnogo rassmotreniya diktuyetsya tem, chto takticheskiye yadernyye 
vooruzheniya v svoem bolshinstve yavlyayutsya oruzhiyem dvoynogo 
naznacheniya, to yest, mogut nesti kak obychnyye, tak i y:dernyye zaryady]. 
Efforts by all European states, the United States, and Canada, are required 
to reduce armed forces and armaments in Europe. 


Consultations are now underway in Vienna between the countries of the Warsaw Pact and 
NATO. However, the question arises: Has the time not come to gather all the foreign 
ministries of states participating in the CSCE and make a decision on the start of 
major talks aimed at radical reductions of tactical nuclear weapons, armed forces, and 
conventional weapons? 


It would also be possible at such talks to discuss a uuwnber of priority measures 
pertaining to reducing military confrontation and preventing the threat of sudden 
attack, as well as the mutual withdrawal of the most dangerous kinds of offensive 
weapons from the immediate contact zone of the two military alliances. 


The ultimate aim of these talks would be major reductions in armed forces and 
armaments, with the establishment of international verification [kontrol] and the 
application of on-site’ inspection. Last year's Stockholm conference — provided 
experience of drafting such measures. Of course, this also would require the exchange 


of relevant data on the armed forces and armaments of the USSR, the United States, and 
other states in this region. In the West they talk about inequality, imbalance. Of 
course, there is asymmetry in the armed forces of both sides in Furope dictated by 
historical, geographical, and other factors. We are for eliminating any clements of 
inequality that have arisen, but not through a buildup by those who are 

behind, but through a reduction on the part of those who are ahead. We see 

the process of reducing military confrontation in Europe as a phased process, 
observing balance at each stage at the level of reasonable sufficiency. 
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These measures would make it possible to shift the entire bulk of the problems of armed 
forces and armaments that has built up in Europe. This is now a truly unique 
opportunity and it would be inexcusable to let it slip by. 


The goals of strengthening European security also would be assisted by such measures as 
the creation of nuclear-free zones and zones which are free of chemical weapons. I 
would like to state that we support the address by the Governments of the GDR and 
Czechoslovakia to the FRG Government, proposing the creation of a nuclear-free corridor 


in central Europe. As is known, the SPD [Social Democratic Party] also made a 
contribution to developing the idea of such a corridor. All nuclear weapons would be 
subject to removal from that zone, including nuclear mines, operational and tactical 
and tactical missiles [operativno-takticheskiye i  takticheskiye rakety], nuclear 
artillery, carrier aircraft of the tactical strike air force, and antiaircraft missile 
complexes capable of using nuclear weapons. Among these means, a_— significant 
proportion are so-called dual-purpose means, of which I have already spoken. For our 


part, we are prepared to withdraw from such a corridor all Soviet nuclear weapons. We 
are prepared to guarantee and respect the nuclear-free status of this zone. Of course, 
an accord on such a corridor must provide that there will be no nuclear weapons on the 
part of NATO in the corridor proposed by the Governments of the GDR and the CSSR. It 
seems to us that the implementation of the proposal by Bulgaria, Romania, and Greece on 
a zone free of nuclear and chemical weapons in the Balkans would be of great 
significance. 


The active position of Poland on questions concerning the raising of the 
level of trust on the European Continent is also worthy of attention, as 
well as the proposal by Finland and other northern European countries on 
a nuclear-free zone in that region. 


Concerning another question that is certainly of no small importance, the banning of 
chemical weapons: We come out consistently in favor of working out as soon as possible 
-—- even this year -- an appropriate international convention, and we are carrying out 
active talks on this account. I am able to announce that the Soviet Union has ended 
the production of chemical weapons. As is known, the other countries of the Warsaw 
Pact have never produced these weapons and have not had them on their territory. The 
USSR does not have chemical weapons beyond the bounds of its borders. As far as stocks 
of them are concerned, I would like to inform you that the building of a special 
enterprise for their destruction has been started in our country. Putting into 
operation an enterprise of that kind will make it possible to rapidly implement the 
process of chemical disarmament after the conclusion of an international convention. 


Going back to problems of nuclear disarmament, I would like to say that the problem of 
medium-range missiles in Europe is the one that is now closest to a possible solution. 
Appeals are multiplying throughout the world to the United States that it take that 
first truly major step in the area of disarmament and thereby contribute to the 
creation of a fundamentally new climate of mutual understanding between the West and 
the East. We consider it to be a factor of great political importance that Greece, the 
Netherlands, Spain, Italy, Finland, and many other European countries have raised their 
voices in favor of a solution to problems concerning Euromissiles. We invite Paris, 
London, and Bonn to contribute, for their part, to ridding Europe of medium-range 
nuclear missiles and, finally, to go over to nuclear disarmament. Where else if not in 
Europe is it high time to carve the way to a new political thinking? 
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Let me speak in this regard about the role of Europe in today's world. It is more than 
appropriate to communicate thoughts on this topic exactly here, in Czechoslovakia, 
where the geographical center of Europe is situated and where there is even a stone 
indicating this point. We attach primary importance to the European direction of our 
foreign policy. Why so? First of all, our peoples live on this continent; together 
with other peoples, they are legitimate heirs to the civilization that was born here, 
and they make their inalienable contribution to its development. 


Socialism has marked a crucial turn in the centuries-old history of this part of the 
world. From time immemorial, wars have been milestones here. The routing of fascism 
and the victory of socialist revolution in East European countries brought about a new 
situation on the continent. A powerful force arose here which set itself the aim of 
breaking the continuous chain of military conflicts. It is precisely to socialism that 
Europe is indebted for the fact that for over 4 decades its peoples have known no wars. 


We now are resolutely coming out against the division of the continent into opposing 
military blocs, the buildup of arms arsenals here, against everything that is a source 
of the threat of war. In light of the new thinking, we have put forward the concept of 
a pan-European home. This is not a beautiful dream, it is the result of a serious 
analysis of the situation on the continent. 


The concept of a pan-European home means, first of all, the recognition of a certain 
integrity, though we are speaking about states adhering to different social systems and 
belonging to opposite military-political blocs. In it urgent problems are combined 
with the existence of real possibilities for their solution. Given the high density of 
the population and the degree of urbanization, Furope is oversaturated with weapons. 
Three-million strong armies confront each other in it. Even a "conventional war" would 
be ruinous here, and not only due to the fact that "conventional" weapons are now 
exceeding many times over in destructive force the weapons used in World War II, but 
also because there are about 200 power sets of nuclear power stations on its territory, 
a ramified network of large chemical factories which, if hit, would make the continent 
unsuitable for life. Take also environmental pollution, for example. The scale of 
industrialization and transport development on our continent is such that ecological 
danger already has approached a criticial point. This problem has spread far beyond 
national borders and has become a_ pan-European one. It is time to think how 
integration processes are going to develop further in both parts of Europe. 


The laws of the world economy are objective; and scientific-technical progress also 
prompts us to seek some kind of forms of mutually beneficial cooperation. CEMA has 
given the signal for bridge-building in the interests of all Furopean peoples.  [t can 
be expected that new processes in the economy of the countries of the socialist 
community will make it possible to activate, enrich, and fill with new content the 
economic cooperation of the two halves of Europe. 


Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals is also an historical and cultural category in a 
high, spiritual sense. Here world civilization has been enriched with the ideas of the 
Renaissance and the Enlightenment. The humanitarian tradition and the doctrine of 
socialism have been strongly developed. By the efforts of geniuses of all the Furopean 
nations, a priceless fund has been created in all branches of scientific 
knowledge and of artistic comprehension of the world. So, instead of a 

nuclear crematorium for Europe, we propose the peaceful development of 

European culture, which has many faces, yet forms a single entity. 
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Our concept of a common European abode by no means implies an intention to slam doors 
in anyone's face. On the contrary, the progress of Europe would enable it to make a 
still greater contribution to the progress of the rest of the world. Furope must not 
avoid participation in solving the problems of hunger, debt, and underdevelopment or 
helping to wipe out armed conflicts. 


We can be sure that the peoples of Europe, without exception, stand for _ the 
establishment on the continent of «an atmosphere of good-neighborliness and trust, 
coexistence and cooperation. That would be, in the full sense, the triumph of the new 
political thinking. 


Movement toward that aim is dictated by no means only by moral considerations: [t 
corresponds to the deep interests of all the European nations, for in our age of 
interdependence, more and more problems arise that can only be solved by the joint 
efforts of the Furopean community and of the whole world community. Are we not 


compelled to unite if we are to fight such threats to civilization as the phenomena of 
terrorism, crime, and drug addiction? Is it not clear that if we do not combine our 
efforts today to combat that new calamity that has befallen mankind, AIDS, then 
tomorrow it may be too late? 


That list could be extended. Literally scores of extremely difficult 
problems today are acquiring global status, in other words, only a united 
world community can hope to solve them. 


Europe can set a worthy excample, and our countries are fully determined to make a 
worthy contribution to this. It is in this context tht we see Czechoslovakia's 
initiative for convening an economic forum. We are convinced that this can play a 
large role in consolidating the economic security of the states and in developing 
mutually beneficial cooperation. 


Dictated by the same desire is our proposal to hold a conference in Moscow of the 
member states of the pan-European conference on the development of humanitarian 
cooperation. We feel that any idea which, be it only in some way, actually reduces the 
tension of confrontation, deserves to be put forward and discussed. Much already has 
been done jointly for the notion of the pan-European home to achieve’ general 
recognition. The Helsinki process is active; step by step it makes it possible to 
strengthen confidence among all European countries. 


Working in this way, bringing out common interests, reducing the level of a military 
confrontation and striving for a nuclear-free world -- that is how we would like 
matters in Europe to be conducted. 


Dear comrades! At the end of this year we will be celebrating the 70th anniversary of 
the Great October Socialist Revolution, and at the beginnirg of next year the 40th 
anniversary of the February Revolution in Czechoslovakia. These events are closely 
linked. They reveal the historic natural transition to socialism and the richness and 
variation of its forms. We have passed through many things and we have achieved much 
together, but no matter how great the tasks set by history before the countries of 
socialism, we are confident that we will be able to solve them. The 

guarantee of this is the will of our parties, the inexhaustible potential 

of the socialist social system and the friendship and comradeship of our 

peoples. 
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Long live our alliance! May the friendship and fraternity of the Soviet and 
Czechoslovak peoples strengthen from year to year! 


May their choice of socialism and close cooperation and interaction bring our peoples 
new rich fruits! May there be peace on earth! 


The speeches of Comrades G. Husak and M.S. Gorbachev were heard with great attention 
and accompanied by prolonged applause. 


The band played the party anthem, the "Internationale." 


Western Reaction to Speech 
PM101135 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 12 Apr 87 Morning Edition p 4 


[IZVESTIYA Press Service report: "How Will They Respond? First Reaction to New Soviet 
Initiatives"] 


{Text } When news agency correspondents have to convey something exceptionally 
important to their editorial offices and from these to the entire world they not only 
mark their reports "urgent" or "flash."" They compress these reports down to a few 
lines to expedite their passage through all channels into the airwaves or into the 
pages of newspapers. These few lines have to encapsulate the essence of the event, all 
the main elements. 


We look through the reports sent by Western agency reporters from Prague, reports about 
the rally speech delivered by M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee. What is the main point singled out in these initial brief reports? Three 
factors: the proposal to start discussing the question of reducing and subsequently 
eliminating missiles with a range of between 500 and 1,000 km without linking this to 
the progress and outcome of the solution to the problem of medium-range missiles; the 
call for large-scale talks with a view to radically reducing tactical nuclear weaponc, 
armed forces, and conventional arms; and the information that the Soviet Union has 
stopped producing chemical weapons and has begun to build a special enterprise to 
destroy stockpiles of chemical weapons. 


Particular attention among reporters was also attracted by the following 
words from the Soviet leader: "We invite Paris, London, and Bonn... to 
promote the freeing of Europe from medium-range nuclear missiles and finally 
make the transition to nuclear disarmament." 


What is the reaction in these capitals to what LE MATIN of Paris has called the 
Kremlin's “sensational initiative"? Extremely diverse and maybe even contradictory. 
The overall feeling you get is that the West has again proved to be unprepared for the 
Soviet leadership's bold and extraordinary steps. 


London -- In the words of a Foreign Office spokesman, the proposal for talks between 
Fast and West "will not, of course, be rejected immediately, without thought. We will 
carefully study what he is proposing." If this quote, carried by the REUTER agency, is 
accurate, it is difficult to get away from the impression that it is almost 
predetermined that London will reject the proposal. 
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This impression is reinforced by yet another report, which states: “Official sources 
state that the Soviet Union seems to be trying to push Europe further along the path of 
‘ nuclear disarmament /than the West is prepared to go."/ [slantlines denote boldface as 
published] In other words, the West is not ready for Europe to be completely rid of 
nuclear weapons. Incidentally, a statement made in Chicago by Sir Geoffrey Howe, 
secretary of state for foreign and Commonwealth affairs, is very indicative in terms of 
its duplicity. In his words, the Soviet leader's proposal should not be allowed to... 
distract from the progress already achieved in the matter of arms control. 


Where's the logic, one would like to ask. 


Bonn--The reaction in official circles has been as follows: In the words 
of an FRG Government spokesman, Bonn intends to “carefully check out" the 
disarmament proposals put forward in Prague. [paragraph continues] 


Bonn hopes that these proposals will be clarified in the course of U.S. Secretary of 
State George Shultz’ upcoming visit to Moscow. The spokesman noted that the FRC want 
the speediest signing of an agreement on the prohibition and complete elimination of 
chemical weapons. 


In FRG opposition circles the reaction to the Prague speech is more concrete: Egon 
Rahr, one of the leaders of the Social Democratic Party of Germany, urged the West to 
give a constructive response to M.S. Gorbachev's proposals, noting that these proposals 
take account of all the main viewpoints expressed by the West. Bahr considers, RFITIR 
reports, that the Prague speech opened up “the prospect of progress in the matter of 
disarmament in Europe." 


In Paris the Defense Ministry assessed positively the plan for destroying stockpiles of 
chemical weapons. This is a very good idea, a ministry spokesman stated. 


On the other hand, as can be judged from reports in the newspapers LE QUOTIDIEN I" 
PARIS and LE PARISIEN LIBERE, the proposal on short-range missiles has heen greeted 
“with apprehension" in official circles. 


And finally Washington, or rather Los Angeles, which is where President Reagan and thi 
closest adviser are at this time --— in the words of the President himselt, he “wos el! «! 
to hear” that the Soviet leader advocated simultaneous talks on short-range missil.«. 
But both Reagan and an unnamed high-ranking administration spokesman made it plain thot 
Washington is still not prepared to abandon the numerous provisos and conditions tht 
it is advancing in its patent desire to block the speediest achievement of accord on 
medium-range missiles. 


At the same time reports coming out of the United States intimate that the Reagan 
administration's first reaction to the Prague speech is far from the final one and in 
this context Secretary of State Shultz’ upcoming visit to Moscow is assuming additions! 


importance. 


Well, we won't have to wait long -- the visit begins on Monday, 13 April. 
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Gorbachev-Husak Talks 11 April 
PM130905 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 12 Apr 87 Second Edition p 1 


{TASS report: "M.S. Gorbachev's Meeting With G. Husak"] 
[Text] M.S. Gorbachev's final meeting with G. Husak took place in Bratislava 1! April. 


Satisfaction was expressed with the results of the CPSU Central Committce egenera! 
secretary's visit to Czechoslovakia, and it was pointed out that it had been a majo: 
landmark in the development of all-around cooperation and strengthening of friendshi 


between the two fraternal countries’ peoples. 


G. Husak reemphasized the full support of Czechoslovak Communists and the country's 
working people for the CPSU's innovative domestic and foreign policy. The CSSR wholly 
shares the new Soviet initiatives on the elimination of medium-range missiles in Furope 
and on other disarmament questions advanced at the Prague rally. 


M.S. Gorbachev voiced sincere gratitude for the exceptionally warm and cordial welcome 
on Czechoslovak soil. He wished the Communists and the entire people of Czechoslovakia 
great successes in resolving the task set by the l7th CPCZ Congress and in further 
developing their socialist motherland. 


More on 11 April Meeting 


LD111536 Moscow TASS in English 1440 GMT 11 Apr 87 


[Text] Bratislava, 11 April (TASS)--Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary 
of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), 
today met with the leaders of the Communist Party of Slovakia (KSS) at the 


KSS Central Committee. 


They included Jozef Lenart, a member of the Presidium of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia (KSS) and first secretary 
of the KSS Central Committee, members of the Presidium and of the Secretariat 
of the KSS Central Committee and the chairman of the KSS Central Auditing 


Commission. 


The meeting was also attended by Gustav Husak, general secretary of the KSS Central 
Committee, and Vasil Bilak and Milos Jakes, members of the Presidium and secretaries of 


the KSS Central Committee. 


Vadim Medvedev, a secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, and Viktor Lomakin, a member 
of the CPSU Central Committee who is the ambassador of the USSR to Czechoslovakia, were 


also present. 


Lenart briefed the Soviet leader on the progress of work by the Communists and al! 
working people of Slovakia to fulfill the decisions of the 17th Congress of the KSS. 
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Joint Communique on Visit 


PML21615 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 13 Apr 87 First Edition pp 1-2 
{"Soviet-Czechoslovak Joint Communique"--PRAVDA headline] 


[Excerpts] M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, 
was in the CSSR on an official friendly visit 9 through 11 April 1987 at 
the invitation of the CPCZ Central Committee. 


M.S. Gorbachev had talks with G. Husak, general secretary of the CPCZ 
Central Committee, and meetings with other leaders of Czechoslovakia. 

M.S. Gorbachev spoke at a rally at the Prague Palace of Culture and visited 
the CKD compressors plant in Prague and the Mier unified agricultural 
cooperative named for Czechoslovak-Soviet friendship. The CPSU Central 
Committee general secretary visited the national monument on Zizkov Hill 
and the Olsany Cemetery in Prague and the Slavin and Slovak national 
uprising monuments in Bratislava, where he honored the memory of the 

heroes of the two fraternal countries. 

During an exchange of opinions on fundamental questions of the present day 
international situation, M.S. Gorbachev and G. Husak stressed the need for new thinking 
and a constructive approach to the complex and interconnected realities of the modern 
world in the interests of strengthening security for all. 

The Czechoslovak side expressed a high opinion of the USSR's steps aimed at improving 
the situation in the world, particularly the program for eliminating nuclear and other 
types of mass destruction weapons by the end of the century. Exceptional significances 
is attached to the proposal for the conclusion without delay of a separate agreement on 
the elimination of Soviet and U.S. medium-range missiles in Europe. As soon as it is 
signed, the withdrawal of the increased-range operational and tactical missile 
complexes [raketnyye kompleksy operatyivno-takticheskogo naznacheniya povyshennoy 
dalnosti] sited in the CSSR as a countermeasure to the deployment of new U.S. missiles 
in Western Europe will be ensured. A high assessment was made of the USSR's readiness 
to embark immediately on talks on the reduction and complete elimination of operations! 
and tactical missiles [rakety operativno-takticheskogo naznacheniya] sited on tly 


European Continent. 


The strengthening of all-European security would be served by the 
implementation of the CSSR and GDR proposal for the creation in central 
Europe of a zone free from chemical weapons and of nuclear-free corridor 
along the line of contact between the Warsaw Pact and NATO countries. The 
Soviet Union is prepared to remove all Soviet nuclear means from this 
corridor on the basis of reciprocity and to respect [Bratislava PRAVDA in 
Slovak on 13 April adds the following variation at this point: "reciprocity 
and to guarantee and respect its nuclear-free..."] its nuclear-free status. 
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Broad prospects for improving the atmosphere on the European Continent are opened up by 
the proposal advanced by the Warsaw Pact member states in Budapest on considerably 
reducing armed forces and tactical nuclear and conventional arms in Furope from the 
Atlantic to the Urals. Within the framework of lowering the level of military 
confrontation, the sides consider it important to implement measures making it possible 
to reduce or to eliminate altogether the possibility of a suprise attack by reducing 
first and foremost tactical nuclear weapons and strike aircraft [aviatsiyal, reducing 
the concentration of troops along the line of contact between the military-political 
alliances in Europe, and removing the most dangerous, offensive types of arms from this 
zone. 


Firm observance of the principle of the inviolability of the borders established as a 
result of World War II and postwar develonment is an immtable condition for 
maintaining stable peace in Europe. Any attempts by revanchist forces to destroy this 
principle cause serious damage to relations of trust and good-neighborliness. 


Advocating the deepening of cooperation among European states in all fields, the Soviet 
Union and Czechoslovakia wil' strive to ensure that the Vienna meeting makes a tangible 
contribution to the strenghtening of security on the continent, the cause of arms 


reduction, and the strengthening of trust between the states. 


Equal and mutually advantageous economic cooperation free trom any forms of 
discrimination is one of the foundations of the al!-European” process. The USSR 
resolutely supports the CSSR's initiative on convening an economic forum in Prague 
which could promote the expansion of ties among European states and the restructuring 
of the entire system of international economic relations on a just and democratic basis. 


The development of European and international cooperation would be promoted by the 
convening in Moscow of a conference of representatives of the state participants in the 
all-European conference to examine in detail the entire package of mitual relations in 
the humanitarian sphere. 


The strengthening unity and cohesion of the Warsaw Pact member states and the 
strengthening of the role of the socialist countries’ military political alliance in 
their elaboration and implementation of an agreed policy aimed at strengthening peace, 
security, and international cooperation were noted with satistaction. The sides 
stressed the defensive nature of their military doctrine. 


Moscow Radio Talk Show 
LD122006 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1130 GMT 12 Apr 87 


["International Observers Roundtable" program with Valentin Sergeyevich 
Zorin, Central Television and All-Union Radio political observer; Vitaliy 
Ivanovich Kobysh, international affairs journalist; and Viktor Nikolayevich 
Levin, All-Union Radio commentator] 


{Excerpts] [Levin] Hello, esteemed comrades. We do not doubt at all that 
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev's visit to Czechoslovakia has been at the 

center of your attention all the time; you are familiar with all the addresses 
and speeches he made there, and with the speeches by Czechoslovak comrades. 
You already know what was talked about there, but nevertheless, today, of 
course, we will place this visit at the center of our attention. It is 
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noteworthy in a whole series of respects, and, first of all, we would like 
to dwell on the significance of this visit for the development of relations 
between the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia, between our parties, and, 
naturally, on the international significance of this visit. 


{(Zorin] An important problem discussed with our Czechoslovak friends was that of 
freeing Europe of medium-range missiles, a problem that is currently very important and 
very topical for the present point in international life, and with regard to this |! 
want to draw the attention of our radio listeners to the unusual impor*ance of this 
problem, and, I would even say, its uniqueness. Well, first of all, it’s quite clear 
what the scrapping of a type of weapon such as medium-range missiles means for th 
security of peoples, and, primarily, the security of Europe, if one can manage to 
remove them from their launch sites. It is doubtful whether one needs te talk a great 
deal about this, our radio listeners know this and are very well aware of it. 


[Levin] Valentin Sergeyevich, nevertheless, I[ think that it is worth recalling here 
the fact that, after all, overall, despite the fact that in the arms control process 
there are definite successes -- we remember the SALT I, and the SALT II treaties, the 
ABM Treaty -- but there has not yet been a single treaty that would lead to the 


elimination of arms. 


[Zorin] This is precisely what I wanted to say. The uniqueness of the situation is 
evident in the fact that for four decades -- with greater success at some times, with 
lesser success at other times -- there has been a drive to Limit the arms race, to 
establish some sort of ceiling on the development [sozdaniye] of given types of 
weapons, to lessen the pace of this race. For the first time, practically for the 
first time in history, the question of disarmament has been put forward specifically, 
not generally, as a proposal for the elimination of a definite, very dangerous, strike 
type of weapon. The question has not just been put. I think that we are at a point 
that could turn out to be the subject of historians’ attention and enter history 
textbooks that our grandchildren will study, and they will read that in 1987 for the 
first time the most important turning-point was achieved in the arms race, an 
about-face. I am talking about this, although, of course, one cannot assert that this 
will take place, but it is practicable, because the proposal put forward on 28 February 
by Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, is actually, after all, an agreed proposal. We have 
the agreement of the U.S. President; this proposal was agreed in the course of the 
meeting in Reykjavik; moreover, after Mikhail Sergeyevich had promulgated this 
proposal, President Reagan immediately spoke and said that’ this’ proposal _is 
acceptable. This was the first reaction; you remember what the classical author said. 
Beware the soul's first stir, it can be noble. I don't know whether in the given 


present case... 


[Levin, interrupting] But really in the present case that's how it is... 


{[Zorin, interrupting] Then some strange things, you can say, started happening in 
Washington -- an obvious move to win something back. In the first place, it was stated 
that the problem of medium-range missiles must be linked to the problems of 
limited-range missiles. They extracted the medium-range missiles proposal from the 
package. Washington was very persistent in reproaching us for that package, but as 
soon as we took a step to meet the U.S. position halfway, they set about inventing some 


artiticial package in Washington. 
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A second —- and, in my opinion very dangerous -- idea that has surfaced these last few 
weeks is that there is no need to remove the Pershings from Europe; let the Russians 
remove their SS-20's, but all we need to do with the Pershings is modernize them: Take 
out one of their stages, and then they'll have a different range and all will te well. 
But for one thing, all the Pershing launching facilities will remain; and second, those 
who say that a stage can easily be taken out evidently also imply that it can just as 
easily be put back. 


[ want to say that a real possibility exists of achieving an important historic turning 
point beginning with the abolition of medium-range missiles; yet, at the same time, we 
observe recent maneuvers by Washington that are arousing a good deal of public alarm, 
and which are aimed at putting difficulties in the way of solving this problem. 


[Kobysh] And it's not just Washington. I have the impression that Washington and 
Washington's NATO allies have predetermined their roles. Well, we recently heard the 
British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher trying to convince us that without nuclear 
weapons there will be no security in Europe or in the world. 


In the Bundestag, the CDU-CSU defense expert Wimmer has demanded that the concluding ot 
a treaty to abolish medium-range missiles be made dependent on a reduction of Soviet 
conventional armaments: 


He says the zero option on medium-range missiles would consolidate Soviet superiority 
in conventional armaments and make a war in Furope with such armaments likely. In 
other words there's a really massive assault being made on people -- on their minds, 
their knowledge, the information at their disposal. 


{[Zorin] Be it said in passing that in his speech in Prague, Mikhail Sergeyevich 
Gorbachev has given a completely exhaustive answer to those who are trying to speculate 
on so-called conventicnal weapons and Soviet superiority in these conventional 
weapons: a reply that leaves such arguments and speculation without a leg to stand on. 


[Kobysh] When Soviet and U.S. military experts get together, the Americans never say 
anything to our experts about any Soviet superiority in conventional armaments 
because they know that there is an asymmetry in armwements and they carry on a calm anil 
business-like discussion which concludes with a general picture that approximate parity 
exists. But for the consumption of the broad public, the matter is presented as if 
there were an avalanche of Soviet tanks poised over Furope and ready to fall on her at 
any moment, and so forth. 


[Levin] Yet as recently as last year, the Warsaw Pact countries submitted what is 
called the Budapest program, which sets forth concrete proposals for  reducine 
conventional armaments. Now from Prague comes a new proposal, toking the Budapest 
program a stage further, a proposal of fundamental importance: that all the foreign 
ministers of the CSCE member states should gather together and make the decision to 
begin large-scale talks with the aim of radically reducing tactical nuclear weapons, 
armed forces, and conventional arms. 


[Zorin] When Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev proposes that the foreign ministers should 


now assemble to discuss this problem, our idea is not to impose our suggestions. ff 
the West, the NATO countries, have constructive proposals, the Soviet Union is willine 
to discuss and examine them constructively. Passing proposals over in silence and 


ignoring them is not the way. 








[Levin] 1 would like to get back to the problem of the West's attempts to Link 
medium-range with reduced-range missiles [rakety ponizhennoy dalnosti]: Here again, 
there is complete speculation on the fact that people in Western Europe are 
insufficiently informed. The Soviet Union's position could not be clearer or more 
precise. Mikhail Sergeyevich Corbachev reiterated it in Prague: We are ready to begin 
talks without delay on Limiting and abolishing altogether -- we are willing to abolish 
altogether -- missiles with a range between 500 and 1,000 km sited on the continent of 
Europe; but these talks must not be tied to the progress and outcome of efforts to 
solve the problem of medium-range missiles. What is it, after all, that actually is 
being proposed? Today we have not once used the term zero option [nulevoye 
resheniye]. Yet this is the zero option. The zero option envisages zero Sovict 
medium-range missiles in Europe and zero U.S. medium-range missiles in Europe. Here, 
you, Vitaliy Ivanovich, were quoting the Christian Democratic Union's expert on 
defense, who is against the zero option; but fortunately -- and here we must give due 
credit to the present FRG Government -- this is a voice that is out of tune with the 
opinion of the government: the opinion of the foreign minister, Genscher, and the 


opinion which Chancellor Kohl supports. 


The FRG is in favor of the zero option. When Weinberger put forward the suggestion we 
have already mentioned -- remove one stage of the Pershing-2 missile and thereby make 
it into a reduced-range missile -- they were unanimous in West Germany that, excuse me, 
this not the zero option: it is a deception. Well, deception is a word that no 
foreign minister of a NATO country would ever use in addressing their U.S. partner, but 
it is what one has read and heard. I do want to draw attention to this element, 
though, at the same time, this latest message from Chancellor Kohl to President Reagan 
-- it was sent this week and widely reported in the West German press -—- expounded theo 
stance of the FRG on medium-range missiles which was in favor of their abolition, but 
simultaneoulsy emphasized the idea that medium-range [promezhutochnyy] missiles cannot 
be abolished entirely. There was Kohl once again getting on to the same theme that we 
already have talked about, of the impermissibility of a nuclear-free Europe; in other 
words, nuclear weapons must be the guarantee, as they say, of peace. 


One must take issue with this; these are not statements that should be passed over; but 
it seems to me that, quite honestly, I would not be inclined to give very much 
attention at present to that part of Kohl's message. Problems must be tackled in 
sequence; today the time is ripe for solving the problem of medium-range missiles; we 
mist solve it, and we must not burden it with anything; we will not hold matters up; we 
approach the negotiations honestly. Today, regrettably, the same can't be said of the 
West; and what puts us very much on our guard is the fact that, well, you know, 
comrades, that U.S. Secretary of State Schultz is due in Moscow tomorrow, and it's 
matter of misgiving that just as he is about to leave for Moscow, Adelman has declared 
that the main question Schultz will raise is the question of strategic missiles! You 
see they had a lot of conceptions as to what Schultz would be talking about: He'll be 
talking about this, that, and the other --human rights, regional conflicts. Firs: 
there was the affair of the marines --— some fantistical business, half detective novel 
and half criminal matter -- than came the affair of the Listening devices in the U.S. 
Embassy, though all that can be answered very clearly and concretely and we've given a 
very clear answer to it; but who is carefully whipping up this whole atmosphere of 


psychosis? What for? 


{[Kobysh| [It is well known who it is, but it is interesting that a definite patte» n 
be traced. Let us recall how at the moment when the U.S. President was flying to 


Geneva that mysterious letter from Weinberger appeared. 
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[Zorin] It was provocative in character. 
[Kobysh] Purely provocative. 
{Zorin] And it was supposed to wreck the talks. 


(Kolbysh] It was supposed to wreck the talks. It was at the time -—- I was in New York 
then -- that Comrade Shevardnadze, minister of foreign affairs of the Soviet Union, was 
going to very important talks with Shultz, to the United States... 


{[Zorin, interrupting] They provoked... 


{[Kobysh, interrupting] They provoked the so-called case with our spies there -- a huge 
number of individuals were accused -- and they made fools of themselves, because they 
ended up without service staff here in Moscow. Now there is this, right before Shultz’ 
trip. What is it, an accident? No, it is a pattern, of course. It is an action by 
quite definite forces, which obviously are not even fully controlled by the 
administration. 


{Zorin] I think the situation in Washington now is very complicated, and 
multifaceted. Well, I do mot want to use the rumors that are being splashed across thie 
pages of the U.S. press --— they claim that in discussions behind closed doors Shultz 
speaks in favor of signing an agreement on medium-range missiles and Weinberger speaks 
against it -- those are conjectures. But one can consider it to be a fact that a keen 
struggle is going on inside the Washington administration. There are things that can 
be traced in documents. The impression is created that the right-wing extremists -- 
you have just been talking about that, Vitaliy Ivanovich -- are stepping up their 
activities precisely now, im order to, well, practically prevent the U.S. secretary of 
state from conducting constructive work during his trip to Moscow, to place U.S. 
diplomacy in such conditions that it is impossible to achieve an agreement. Well, what 
is Shultz coming with? What instructions has he received? We will learn this during 
the coming week. But that there are serious, influential circles for whom the real 
prospects of a serious breakthrough in the matter of disarmament goes against thie 
grain, and who are doing all they can to ensure that a possible agreement is torpedoed 
-- there is no doubt of that at all. 


[Levin] But what is interesting, Valentin Sergeyevich, is that -- pay attention 
those circles are using such base methods. Why are they resorting to all this spy 
mania, talking about Marines? After all, they don't have any trumps. 


[Kobysh] I don't really understand that. 


[Levin] Well, I think it can be explained by the fact that earlier they had ready in 
hand certain postulates which they thrust upon us all the time. For example, the 
question of verification. They hindered the achievement of an accord on problems of 
arms limitation, citing the fact that we, the Soviet Union -— they said -- were against 
verification. Even when we proposed separating the problem of medium-range missiles in 
Europe from the overall package of the Soviet-U.S. talks on nuclear and space weapons 
in Geneva, as you recall, the U.S. delegation stated: We are introducing proposals in 
which, first and foremost, the issue will be verification. They will be strict 
measures, and they let it be understood that they would think up something that would 
stump the Soviet Union. What does the Soviet Union reply to that? 
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{[Kobysh] Well, the Soviet Union has now replied, through Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev 
at the meeting in Prague, with something which will now, of course, force ‘he military 
strategists of the West, of the United States, amalysts, to really rack their brains, 
becauss he said something staggering, something which seemed wholly unthinkable to 
them. I recall that he said that all our activity to turn Europe into a peaceful home, 
a nuclear-free home, should be accompanied by corresponding verification [kontrol], 
including the use of on-site inspection, and the launchers remaining after the 
reduction of missiles also should be included in that inspection. Moreover, that went 
for operational ones and those at all other installations, test ranges, manufactur ing 
plants, training centres, and so on. The right of entry of inspectors also must be 
ensured to the other side's military bases, to the territory of other countries. That 
is necessary to be completely sure that the agreement is strictly observed, Mikhail 
Sergeyevich said. I kmow for a fact that there is panic in America now. 


{[Zorin] Let's be accurate. Is there panic in the Pentagon? 


[Kobysh] Yes. 


{Zorin] Is there panic in the directorates of military-industrial corporation? 


[Kobysh] Yes. 
{Zorin] In California? 


[Kobysh] Yes. 


{[Zorin] There the question arises: What, will there be Russian inspectors in our 
factories, in our laboratories? On no account! There you have it -- inspection 
with the aid of which demagogues have been busy for so many years and have shown that 
the Soviet Union is blocking a solution to the issue. But we are introducing this 
proposal not as a diplomatic move, not as a political game, but as a real proposal, 
which we are ready to embark on, inasmuch as we truly are striving to achieve the goals 
we proclaim. It turns out -- I think you are right, Viktor Nikolayevich -- that they 
have lost the arguments they have been accustomed to gambling on for many years, and, 
inasmuch as they have no arguments, they are resorting to little provocations. 


[Levin] I would Like to note one more point that Mikhail Sergeyevich talked about in 
Prague. The point in question is chemical weapons. There is also a lot of political 
speculation over that issue in the West and, incidentally, you, Vitaliy Ivanovich, 
meationed Thatcher. She attempted to play upon that, too. Here again is our precise, 
absolutely clear answer. 


We are not only confirming our readiness to sign a convention as soon as possible on 
banning and eliminating chemical weapons. Mikhail Sergeyevich said that the Soviet 
Union, first of all, has ended production of chemical weapons. Second, he noted that 
the other countries of the Warsaw Pact have never produced chemical weapons, nor have 
had them on their territory. Third, we in the Soviet Union already have started 
building a special enterprise for destroying chemical weapons. These are concrete 
steps, a concrete answer to one more issue that people in the West have been attempting 


to gamble on. 
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All this shows that actually a new way of thinking is not an invented term, but a 
program of actions, a program of actions full of concrete proposals, concrete ideas, 
honest ideas, ideas envisaging mutual security, taking into account the interests of 
the other side, ideas which are to open up the path toward real disarmament, the 
termination of the arms race. 


[Kobysh] Generally, Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev's speech at the meeting in Prague, | 
think, contains the idea of universal humanism. It goes beyond European borders. It 
gives hope to all people. If you don't mind, I'll now read out these words which, | 
think, cannot leave anyone indifferent. He said: 


In our age of mutual dependence more and more problems are emerging that can only be 
solved by the joint efforts of the European and, indeed, the whole world community. 
Doesn't the struggle against phenomena threatening civilization, such as terrorism, 
crime, drug addition really demand unity? Isn't it clear that unless we combine 
efforts now against such a new calamity as AIDS, which has striken humanity, it already 
may be too late tomorrow? That list can be continued. Literally dozens of extremely 
complex problems are now acquiring the status of global problems; that is, only a 
united world community is up to resolving them. Europe can show a worthy example, and 
our countries are full of resolve to make their worthy contribution to that. 


[Levin] There we will finish today, comrades. Thank you for your attention. All the 
best. 


/12858 
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INTE RMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


USSR: COVERAGE OF FRENCH PREMIER'S VISIT TO WASHINGTON 
Discusses INF 


LD010619 Moscow TASS in English 0551 GMT 1 Apr 87 
[Text] Washington 1 April TASS -- TASS correspondent Igor Ignatyev reports: 


East-West relations and arms control dominated at White House talks between U.S. 
President Ronald Reagan and French Prime Minister Jacques Chirac, here on a_ two-day 
official visit Tuesday. 


The talks also involved U.S. Vice-President George Bush, Secretary of State George 
Shultz, the president's national security adviser Frank Carlucci and White House Chief 


of Staff Howard Baker. 


U.S. officials said one issue that had been discussed in detail was the 
intermediate-range nuclear force (INF) in Europe. 


Judging by remarks by a high-ranking official spokesman, the U.S. Administration, which 
has been seeking to link an INF agreement artificially with the issue of shorter-range 


missiles, reaffirmed that posture. 


It means in point of fact a renunciation of cuts in nuclear armories in Europe and an 
intention to beef them up by deploying American theater missiles. 


In other words, Washington is again pressing its oft-repeated but absurd "builddown" 
formula, meaning progress to arms reduction talks through an arms buildup. 


The official U.S. spokesman reported agreement on this point at the White House talks. 


"Backed Away From Zero Option' 


PM061045 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 3 Apr 87 Morning Edition p 1 


[Unnamed own correspondent dispatch: "Focusing on Bombs"] 


[Text] Paris -- French Premier J. Chirac's visit to the United States, during which he 
held talks with President R. Reagan, Secretary of State G. Shultz, Defense Secretary C. 
Weinberger, and other officials, is over. 


The talks focused on the Soviet proposal to eliminate medium-range missiles in Europe. 
Observers are pointing out that the French premier decided while overseas to speak on 
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behalf of the West European governments, which are allegedly "concerned" about the 
prospect of U.S. cruise missiles and Pershings being removed. Paris, observers are 
noting, now heads the forces in Western Europe which are trying to link the question of 
the elimination of medium-range missiles with various conditions and demands on the 
Soviet Union, and in particular with the question of Soviet "superiority" in 
operational and tactical missiles and conventional arms and armed forces. To all 
intents and purposes France has backed away from the "zero option," which it had 
defended so ardently until quite recently. 


President R. Reagan assured his guest that the United States is taking the "concern" of 
its NATO allies into consideration. On the conclusion of the talks J. Chirac noted 
with satisfaction that the White House is taking West European interests fully into 
account and that there are now no "reasons for alarm." "The current Furomissile talks 
will not lead to the creation of a nuclear-free Furope," the French premier stated in 
an interview with French radio. "Fortunately, a certain amount of nuclear weapons will 
remain in Europe." 


"Saved!" was how L'HUMANITE summed up the results of the visit with bitter irony. 
“Europe will become a powder keg. We will be left with the means to destroy the old 


continent." 


Anti-Soviet ‘Spy Sagas' 
PM061121 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 3 Apr 87 Moming Edition p 4 
[Own correspondent Yu. Kovalenko dispatch: "Like A Detective Story"] 


[Excerpts] Paris -- Like the low-budget U.S. detective series swamping French 
television, the affair that is currently being whipped up by the local mass media 
also comprises many episodes. It has been concocted according to the classic spy- 
novel recipe in which the "Reds" play the bad guys. 


Thus, whereas in the first episode it was a question of a group of Frenchmen handing 
the Russians secrets about the Ariane rocket (this has already been discussed in 
IZVESTIYA), new "revelations" followed later. It seems that the Soviets picked out 
many targets in France to satisfy their “colossal” needs in the economic. and 
technological fields. Consequently, the photocopiers that were copying “secret 
documents" for Moscow went from red-hot to white-hot and the computers at the National 
Institute of Statistics and Economic Studies, where the two engineers accused of 
espionage worked, already have been ravaged (Fven though an institute representative 
pointed out that the data they contain are not secret, his words went unheeded). 


This spy saga with an anti-Soviet slant has a long-term term aim: It is being used to 
discredit the USSR and, in particular, our proposal to eliminate medium-range missiles 
in Europe, which many have attacked and assessed as a threat to West Furopean, and 
particularly French, security. At the same time, steps are being taken to patch 
together a united allied front to oppose the Soviet initiative and call for "firmess” 
from Washington in the Euromissile talks with Moscow. 
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Chirac 'Realism' 


LDO22150 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1500 GMT 2 Apr 87 


{Commentary by Viktor Levin] 


[Text] French Prime Minister Chirac has finished his official visit to the United 
States. A news commentary by Viktor Levin who is at the microphone: 


[Levin] Relations between France and the United States have lately become clouded by 
the existence of discord over such issues as international trade, Near East 
settlements, and ways of overcoming the huge foreign debt of the developing countries. 
On some of these issues -- first of all I would like to note the problem of the Near 
East settlement -- the French position is characterized by far greater realism than the 
United States‘ approach. So Prime Minister Chirac, at the final news conference in 
Washington, also spoke in favor of support for the idea of holding an international 
conference on the Near East with the participation of all the sides concerned. 


Maybe the most poignant issues are those of trade-economic relations. Matters have 
reached a state where France openly expresses discontent at the economic policies of 
the power across the ocean, which persistently tries to crush its partners- 
competitors. During one of the days of Chirac's stay in Washington, the organ of 
business circles -- the newspaper LE MONDE -- openly wrote about the cynical policies 
in the sphere of trade of the U.S. Administration. 


To iron out the trade-economic contradictions -- and in my view this task was a 
priority for Chirac -- judging by everything the French prime minister has made 
concessions to Washington in the sphere where France should have shown particular 
caution. We are talking about medium-range missiles and the problem of their 
liquidation. It is known that the Soviet Union has agreed at the present stage to take 
neither the French nor the British nuclear potential into consideration. One would 
imagine that this would have caused pleasure in Paris. As a matter of fact, French 
President Mitterrand assessed positively the Soviet proposal regarding isolating the 
problem of medium-range missiles from the general complex of questions on _ the 
limitation of nuclear and space weapons, and spoke in favor of the corresponding 
agreement between the USSR and the United States. I now have the impression that 
Chirac holds a different position. 


During the talks in Washington he talked about the necessity to increase the number of 
U.S. shorter range missiles [rakety mensney dalnosti] in Europe. This demand is being 
submitted under the guise of leveling the number of such missiles between the USSR and 
the United States. In effect, if the question is put in this manner it creates new 
difficulties for working out an agreement on medium-range missiles. The Soviet Union 
meanwhile has proposed to accept a zero option as far as medium-range missiles are 
concerned, and this proposal is gaining more and more support in West Europe. Special 
attention is deserved by the fact that representatives of the FRG, on whose territory 
all the Pershing-2 and a large number of cruise missiles are found, are definitely in 
favor of the zero option. 


The striving of Prime Minister Chirac to solve poignant problems regarding relations 
with the United States are quite understandable and easy to explain, but why in the 
meantime he is prepared to hinder the process of the limitation of nuclear weapons is 
impossible to understand. 
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West ‘Complicating’ Path 


LDO51950 Moscow Television Service in Russian 1400 GMI 5 Apr 87 
{From the “International Panorama" program presented by Stanislav Kondrashov] 


[Text] Washington had a visitor last week, French Prime Minister Jacques Chirac. He 
had a meeting with President Reagan on 31 March, at which they discussed East-West 
relations, arms control and issues connected with economic relations. They also spoke 
about our restructuring here in the Soviet Union and about its potential impact on the 
course of world affairs. As an official spokesman of the U.S. administration later 
stated, the two sides agreed that time is needed for impressions --— that is, their 
impressions of our restructuring -- to form and for assessments to be given. 


It seems to me that beneath that diplomatic exterior of waiting a skeptical attitude is 
being deliberately cultivated, Washington is alarmed by the Soviet Union's growing 
prestige and would like to infect its allies with skepticism as well. This is not 
always successful. Thatcher, for example, has formed a fairly positive attitude. In 
Moscow she said that she welcomes the policy of openness, restructuring and 
democratization, and that these policies are paving the way to greater trust between 
East and West. She repeated those words in London after returning home, in her speech 
to the British parliament. 


Chirac and Reagan also discussed the prospects for Soviet-U.S. accords on medium-range 
missiles, and it has to be said that in this their stance coincides with that adopted 
by Thatcher in Moscow. The West is complicating the path toward implementing the very 
zero option which the Americans themselves proposed 6 years ago and to which the Soviet 
Union has agreed. In the West they now want the agreement to include a limitation on 
Soviet shorter-range intermediate missiles and give the Americans the right to build-up 
such missiles until the start of subsequent talks. 


CSO: 5200/1407 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


BELGIAN GOVERNMENT MAY DELAY U.S. 


MISSILE DEPLOYMENT 


AU200917 Paris AFP in English 0346 GMT 20 Mar 87 


[Text] Paris, March 20(AFP) — Belgian Prime Minister Wilf: 1-4 
Martens, speaking after a meeting here on Thursday with French 
President Francois Mitterrand, said that his country might put 
off deploying more U.S. missiles on its territory pending a 
US.-Soviet agreement on intermediate nuclear arms. 


At a brief press conference, Mr. Martens said that Belgium had 
“laid down a procedure making it possible not to install the 32 
American inissiles which have not yet been deployed on its soil 
as a sort of moratorium which would favour a U.S.-Soviet 
agreement on intermediate-range nuclear forces (IN F).” 


The North Atlantic Treaty Organization has been deploying 
US. cruise and Pershing missiles in France, Italy, the Nether- 
lands, West Germany and Britain to counter Soviet INF forces 
in Eastern Europe. 


Last month Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev proposed an 
agreement to scrap the INF missiles. 


Mr. Mitterrand said after the three-hour mecting that he and 
Mr. Martens had “essentially similar views on disarmament and 
on Europe.” 


Mr. Mitterrand also said that the West European Union, which 
comprises Belgium, Britain, France, West Germany, Italy, Lux 


1/9274 
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embourg and the Netherlands, was a good framework for discus- 
sing defence issues. 


However talks should not be restricted just to those seven states. 
he added. 


The French leader said the talks had been “fruitful” 


Commenting on a proposal by Jacques Delors, the chairman of 
the European Economic Community (FFC) Commission, to con- 
vene a special meeting of the 12-nation grouping to discuss 
defence issues, the two leaders stressed that the Community was 
not legally the correct forum for such talks. 


“We will have to find a body qualified both from a legal and a 
treaty point of view” to discuss disarmament, Mr. Mitterrand 
said. 


Mr. Martens, whose country currently holds the revolving chair- 
manship of FEC meetings, said he would not convene an FFC 
council meeting on the issue, but would instead see what could 
be done after his present round of bilateral contacts with FEC 
member- states. 


He said his country's chairmanship was aimed at “avoiding a 
kind of dispersion of the Commission's proposals.” 


Mr. Mitterrand is due to meet British Prime Minister Margeret 
Thatcher on Monday, and West German Chancellor Helmut 
Kohl the following Saturday. 


The INF arms talks are expected to be the main item on the 
agenda. 











INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


CANADA: 


WOMEN'S MEETING URGES END TO CRUISE TESTING 


Vancouver THE SUN in English 16 Mar 87 p A3 


{Text ] 


/9274 
CSO: 


5220/41 


B.C. women active in the peace 
movement are calling on the prime 
minister to take Canada out of the 
nuclear arms race and to turn the 
country into a zone free of nuclear 
weapons testing. 

About 70 women — representa- 
tives from the Voice of Women, the 
Vancouver YWCA, the University 
Women's Club and Women's Inter- 
national League for Peace and 
Freedom — met Saturday to hear 
speakers from women's peace or- 
ganizations developing in Canada 
and internationally. 


In an open letter to Brian 
Mulroney written at the confer- 
ence, the delegates ask for Canada 
to withdraw from the nuclear arms 
race by cancelling the treaty per- 
mitting cruise missile tests here. 


The letter also asks the govern- 
ment to refuse permission to any 
country or company wanting to de- 
velop and test nuclear weapons and 
their support systems in Canada. 


The document urges Mulroney to 
make it clear to the U.S. and the So- 
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viet Union that Canada wants an 
end to nuclear weapons testing. 


“We Canadian women recognize 
that our government, at the Geneva 
Conference on Disarmament and in 
the United Nations General Assem- 
bly, has avoided making an un- 
equivocal commitment to immedi- 
ate negotiations for a comprehen- 
sive nuclear wepaons test ban 
treaty,” the letter says. 


“We are ... prepared to pledge 
that in the next federal election we 
will support only those candidates 
committed to working for peace." 





INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


XINHUA REPORT: REAGAN SEES ‘PROMISE’ FOR INF AGREEMENT 
OW160030 Beijing XINHUA in English 0011 GMT 16 Apr 87 


[Text] Washington, April 15 (XINHUA) -- U.S. President Ronald Reagan said today he was 
“pleased” with progress being made in Secretary of State George Shultz’ talks in 
Moscow, but he refrained from giving a formal response to Soviet leader Mikhail 
Gorbachev's latest proposals on short-range missiles in Europe. 


In a statement read to reporters by White House Spokesman Marlin Fitzwater in Santa 
Barbara, California, where Reagan is taking an Easter vacation, the President said 
“reaching equitable, effectively verifiable and stabilizing arms reductions agreements 
has long been one of the primary objectives” of his administration. 


As a result of Shultz’ three-day talks in Moscow, he said, there is now “promise for an 
agreement on intermediate range nuclear forces at some point in the not-too-distant 
future,” although “much more remains to be done.” 


He said the talks showed that agreements on strategic missiles and space defense “will 
be more difficult.” "We will continue our efforts in these areas as well,” he added. 


However, Reagan withheld his comments on Gorbachev's latest proposals put forward 
during a meeting with Shultz in Moscow yesterday. 


In a press conference in Moscow this morning, Shultz confirmed a report by the Soviet 
news agency TASS that Gorbachev offered to eliminate all short-range missiles in Europe 
within one year to remove the obstacle to an agreement on reducing medium-range nuclear 


weapons in Europe. 


The United States termed the offer as “interesting,” but said it will not evaluate it 
before consulting with its a.lies. 


Reagan said that “consultations with our allies, particularly on the Soviet proposals 
on short-range intermediate nuclear forces, are especially important.” 


"The Presiden: looks forward to meeting with Secretary Shultz tomorrow, at which time 
he will receive a full report on the details of the Moscow meetings and the briefings 
with our NATO allies,” the statement said. 


Shultz flew to Brussels today to brief NATO allies on his Moscow talks and is scheduled 
to return home tomorrow afternoon. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


PRC ARMY PAPER ROUNDUP OF U.S.-USSR INF TALKS 


HK101531 Beijing JIEFANGJUN BAO in Chinese 3 Apr 87 p 4 


["News Roundup” by Chen Xueyan (7115 1331 3601): “New Troubles Emerge in the 
U.S.-Soviet Talks on Medium-Range Missiles") 


[Text] The proposal put forward by Mikhail Gorbachev on 28 February which suggested 
that both the Soviet Union and the United States withdraw sll their medium-range 
missiles from Europe once gave people a ray of hope. However, the recent disputes 
between the Soviet Union and the United States on this question have cast a shadow on 
this “hope.” 


Ten days after Gorbachev put his proposal forward, the U.S. representative to the 
Geneva disarmament talks put forward concrete proposals on supervising the withdrawal 
of the medium-range missiles from Europe. Both sides will supervise the withdrawal of 
the medium-range missiles by satellites, exchanging information and sending inspectors 
to examine the situation on each other's side. When the egreement goes into effect, 
both sides will send inspectors to inspect each other's installations, count the number 
of each other's medium-range missiles, and supervise the destruction and withdrawal of 
the medium-range missiles on each other's side. Although the Soviet Union agreed to 
the supervision of the withdrawal of medium-range missiles on the spot in principle, it 
insisted that “the U.S. arsenal that stores missiles and the U.S. enterprises that 
produce missiles should also be inspected.” 


As for the short-range missiles, at the U.S.-Soviet summit meeting held last October, 
the Soviet side once held that the agreement on medium-range missiles should also 
include some measures on limiting short-range missiles. Grasping this point, this year 
the United States proposed that the withdrawal of medium-range missiles and the issue 
of limiting short-range missiles should be discussed together. The United States also 
said that the standard of the U.S. short-range missiles deployed in Western Europe must 
be maintained at the same level as that of the Soviet short-range missiles stationed in 
Eastern Europe. However, the Soviet Union insisted that the United States and the 
Soviet Union should first reach an agreement on the withdrawal of medium-range missiles 
and then hold talks on the issue of short-range missiles. The United States was very 
dissatisfied with the position of the Soviet Union and accused the Soviet Union of 
“retreating from its position” on the question of prohibiting medium-range and 
short-range missiles deployed in Europe. The United States also said that if the 
Soviet Union does not agree to settle the issue of medium-range missiles and the issue 
of short-range missiles together, the United States will plan to refit its 
“Pershing II" medium-range missiles into the “Pershing-VI" short-range missiles. 
However, the Soviet Union did not want to give the impression of weakness. On 
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26 March, the chief of the Arms Limitation and Disarmament Bureau under the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union said that if the United States refits its 
medium-range missiles in’o short-range missiles, the Soviet Union will refit its SS-20 
medium-range missiles deployed in Europe into intercontinental missiles. 


It seems that there will be heated disputes and bargains between the Soviet Union and 
the United States on the question of missile inspection, the question of short-range 
missiles, and other questions. 


The above positions of the United States and the Soviet Union are based on their own 
strategic interests. 


In the words of Henry Kissinger, what the United States is worried about is that the 
complete withdrawal of all U.S. medium-range missiles from Europe will “cause a 
political and psychological inequality because the possibility of a Soviet attack on 
Europe will not be greatly reduced, whereas the United States will lose its capability 
to launch a counterattack from Europe." U.S. public opinion holds that since the 
Soviet Union has depioyed about 160 SS-12 “Scaleboard” short-range missiles and 240 
SS-23 “Spider” short-range missiles in Europe while the United States has deployed only 
50 old-style “Pershing VI" short-range missiles in that area, once it withdraws all its 
medium-range missiles from Europe, the United States will become incapable of action if 
Europe is attacked by nuclear weapons. This unbalanced situation has caused a lot of 
worries among Americans. World opinion believes that the Soviet Union's adherence to 
its present position on the question of short-range missiles might have two purposes: 
One is to use the short-range missiles as a “hidden restrictive factor” to bargain with 
the two nuclear powers, Britain and France; the other is to turn the talks on 
short-range missiles into a forum to discuss all short-range nuclear weapons, including 
those deployed in Eastern Europe and western Europe, and use this forum to demand the 
establishment of a nuclear-free zone in central Europe. 


The attitudes of the Western European countries also have a great impact on the signing 
of the agreement on the total withdrawal of the medium-range micsiles from Furope 
between the United States and the Soviet Union. On the one hand, the Western European 
countries resolutely oppose turning Europe into a base for a possible nuclear war and 
therefore welcome the proposal put forward by the Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev. On 
the other hand, the Western European countries think that under the present 
circumstances, the regular forces and conventional weapons of the Soviet Union and the 
Warsaw Treaty Organization are superior to those of the United States and NATO -- “it 
is quite necessary to deploy certain nuclear weapons in Western Europe so as to secure 
the reliability of the nuclear deterrent of the West." Therefore, the signing of an 
agreement on the total withdrawal of medium-range missiles from Europe between the 
United States and the Soviet Union “will make the West European countries skeptical! 
about the U.S. commitment to defending its West European allies and preventing the 
Soviet Union from attacking Western Europe.” 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


PRC PEOPLE'S DAILY COMMENTARY ON THATCHER'S USSR VISIT 
HKO50646 Beijing RENMIN RIBAO in Chinese 3 Apr 87 p 6 


{"Commentary” by Chen Tean (7115 3676 1344): "A Difficult ‘Mission’ -- Thatcher's 
Visit to Moscow} 


[Text] Thatcher's 5-day visit to Moscow ended on 1 April. Judging from foreign news 
agency reports, we find that the British-Soviet summit was precisely like the spring in 
Moscow -—- sometimes warm and sometimes cold. According to THE TIMES, leaders of the 
two countries held their talks with an uncompromising stand, holding back nothing they 
wanted to discuss. Eventually, they appreciated their debate and agreed to reserve 
their differences. Although this visit by Thatcher was regarded as “a crucial visit 
entrusted by various Western countries,” the spring of East-West relations seemed s\ow 
in coming. 


The first official visit by a British prime minister in 12 years reflects the tact that 
relations between Britain and the Soviet Union are progressing. Each side earnestiy 
looked forward to and attached importance to the visit. 


According to British press reports, the talks between Thatcher and Gorbachev centered 
on restriction of the arms race, and the agreement on medium-range missiles 

particular. The British side tried to give impetus to reaching a “medium-range missi'¢ 
agreement" beneficial to the West. It told the Soviet Union that Western Europe is 
worried about the security in Europe after the removal of medium-range missiles and 
urged the Soviet Union to consider the interests of Europe when reaching a 
“medium-range missile agreement" with the Americans and holding other disarmament 
talks. In the meantime, the British prime minister also tried to “find out about” the 
“actual situation” of Gorbachev himself and reform in the Soviet Union, so that the 
West could adopt “proper countermeasures." There is no doubt that through her Moscow 
trip, British Prime Minister M. Thatcher also intended to play a further noticeable 
part as a “world statesman" and “spokesman of the West” in the interests of her “third 
term of office” and strengthening the position of the British Conservative Party in the 
general election. It is appropriate to say that this was her “mission” on the visit. 
As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, Gorbachev maintained that “Soviet—British 
dialogue is an inseparable and important part of the contemporary politics of Europe 
and the world” and that Britain might exert a certain influence over the United 
States. This would enable him to solicit support and understanding from other Wester: 


nations for the new Soviet disarmament proposal. Therefore, Gorbachev believed that 
“it is important and necessary for the British head of government to visit" his country. 
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Judging from the results of the talks, we know that there was an acute debate in the 
meeting, which lasted 7 hours. The open speeches published by both sides were 
unprecedentedly “frank.” It was reported that Gorbachev's speeches “were the most 
strongly worded statements issued to a visiting Western leader,” whereas Thatcher once 
again displayed her “iron lady" character. She spoke out without beating about the 
bush, showing no due respect for the feelings of her host. There was a very big gap 
between the two sides on some important international issues. 


Regarding the removal of medium-range missiles in Europe, both sides agreed that this 
was “the most important issue” and that an agreement on medium-range missiles should be 
reached first under strict supervision, after which another agreement on short-range 
missiles would be concluded. [paragraph continues] 


However, Thatcher insisted that the removal of medium-range missiles in Europe be 
linked with maintaining a quantitative balance between the short-range missiles of the 
Soviet Union and the West. Gorbachev accused the NATO alliance of retreating from its 
stand on a “zero option” and “imposing a full set of conditions to counter the demand 
of the Soviet Union.” He also accused the West of trying to use U.S. short-range 
missiles as “supplementary equipment.” He openly criticized the British prime minister 
for “failing to play her due role” in this regard. 


Regarding the issue of arms control, although both sides held that is necessary to take 
serious steps for arms control, each stuck to its version or argument. Thatcher 
persisted in the viewpoint that “security may be based on the policy of strength,” 
Saying that she is a “supporter of nuclear weapons and of the expansion of British 
nuclear potential.” Gorbachev denounced that “policy of strength” as an “outmoded 
notion” and a “policy of using threat to blackmail.” He said that he “resolutely 
rejected" the idea that the Soviet Union will gain an upper hand in conventional 
weapons after nuclear weapons in Europe are abolished. However, he accepted the view 
of holding “overall talks” on the issue of conventional weapons. He added that it is 
“not serious” for Thatcher to try to link the arms control issue of the East and West 
with the question of whether the Soviet Union respects human rights. 


Regarding the problem of regional clashes, there was still a widely divergent view 
between the two countries. Thatcher pointed out: Whether the Soviet Union has 
withdrawn its troops from Afghanistan, the West will not judge by its promise alone. 
Gorbachev retorted that only after a political settlement of the Afghan issue would the 
Soviet Union withdraw its troops from Afghanistan. 


Of course, this visit by M. Thatcher has undoubtedly enhanced mutual understanding 
between Britain and the Soviet Union and promoted the development of their relations. 
After a profound exchange of views, both sides also discovered some points in common: 
Both sides are willing to continue to hold talks on the elimination of chemical 
weapons; both sides consider it necessary to reduce conventional weapons and armed 
forces stationed in Europe, and urge that problems related to this be resolved; both 
sides promoted to a certain extent their mutual understanding regarding the removal of 
medium-range missiles in Europe; and both sides are willing to expand and deepen their 
political dialogue to develop closer relations between the peoples of the two 
countries. During the visit, Great Britain and the Soviet Union signed four 
agreements, including one on the peaceful use of and cooperation in outer space, and 
agreed to increase their total trade volume to 2.5 billion rubles by 1990. This shows 
that their bilateral relations have improved. 
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Notwithstanding, a river frozen 3 feet deep cannot be thawed overnight. Ina “general 
atmosphere”™ in which East-West relations have not yet been substantially improved, it 


is impossible to dispel the fundamental differences in viewpoints and stand which have 
existed for a long time between Great Britain and the Soviet Union. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


XINHUA ROUNDUP ON EUROMISSILE, ZERO OPTION ACCORD SITUATION 


0WO11150 Beijing XINHUA in English 1124 GMT 1 Apr 87 


{"Round-up: The Crisis of the Zero Option (by Xia Zhimian)" -- XINHUA headline] 


[Text] Bonn, April 1 (XINHUA) -- There are more and more signs that Bonn, an 
enthusiastic advocate of the “zero option” to eliminate all intermediate-range missiles 
in Europe, is doubting whether the two superpowers can reach an agreement. 


In his meeting with U.S. disarmament negotiator Maynard Glitman in Bonn Monday, Federal 


German Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher emphasized the “huge benefits” of 
elimination. 


Genscher has repeatedly warned against any move that would make Euromissile 
negotiations more complex. 


Bonn was encouraged by Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev's February 28 proposal on 


eliminating Euromissiles without linking it to the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative 
(SDI) project. 


Genscher predicted a superpower treaty would be reached this year. “The treaty is at 
hand,” Genscher said, and that would be the “real first step" toward nuclear 
disarmament. 


As some newspapers have noted, Bonn's joy has been replaced by doubt. 


The reason is the superpowers are attacking each other on the issue of shorter-range 
missiles, confusing many people. 


According to Bonn sources, Glitman complained that Moscow had backed away from its 
Reykjavik Summit position by declining to include limits to shorter missiles in a 
Euromissile deal. 


Washington had been hindering a zero option deal by making up a new package plan. 


The Soviets say the superpowers should first reach an agreement on intermediate 
missiles and freeze the number of the shorter missiles pending further negotiations. 


The U.S. says the initial agreement should put limits on both intermediate and 
shorter-range missiles. 
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Washington's firm attitude on limiting the number of shorter missiles was reflected in 
a speech by U.S. Deputy Secretary of State Allen Holmes in Brussels late last month. 
He said Moscow must come back to reason and the West should never compromise. 


Washington obviously fears that freezing the number of shorter missiles in Europe would 
mean Soviet nuclear superiority as it has seven times as many shorter missiles as the 
United States. 


If the limits are stipulated in an agreement, Moscow would face two choices: Radically 
‘reducing its shorter missiles forces or allowing the United States to catch up. 


The latest American move is to suggest the 108 Pershing II missiles in Federal Germany 
be modified into shorter ones with a range of 800 kilometers. This would strike a 
balance with the Soviets' 130 missiles. 


Refusing all this, Moscow denounced the U.S. for its “inconstructive stand" and "making 
up new problems" to scuttle the zero option at the outset. 


The Soviets threatened to change its SS-20 missiles into intercontinental missiles that 
could reach the United States. 


In addition, Washington and Moscow are continuing with their quarrel over the issue of 
nuclear verification. 


Among Washington's requirements for verification are free use of monitoring equipment, 
reports on details of missile launches, deployment of missiles in appointed places, 
concrete measures on modifying, dismantling and eliminating missiles and on-the-spot 
checks. 


Washington also suggested a major check every 10 years in all of each other's the 
military establishments and laboratories. 


Some hardliners in the Pentagon have gone as far as saying that elimination of all the 
remaining 100 intermediate-range missiles would be a better choice than _ the 
overly-complex checks. 


This was also rejected by the Soviets. 


Of course, the difficult and unsteady Euromissile negotiations could hint at the real 
motives of the two superpowers. 


In fact, reducing intermediate-range forces in Europe, only three percent of superpower 
nuclear warheads, would have little impact upon security. 


That Moscow made much ado about intermediate missiles is aimed at propelling the desire 
for disarmament in both Western Europe and the U.S. and finally stopping SDI. 


U.S. President Ronald Reagan obviously tried to use Euromissile negotiations, and even 
a treaty, to appease Western Europe and reduce domestic pressure on his SDI project. 


In the final analysis, the progress in Euromissile negotiations is not determined by 
the security and desire of Western Europe. Rather, it is the strategic considerations 
of Washington and Moscow which are competing for superiority in Europe. 


The current situation is not only disappointing but also subtle to Bonn, which has 
advocated the zero option. 


/9738 62 
CSO: 5200/4019 





INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


XINHUA ANALYSIS OF WEST EUROPE'S REACTION TO ARMS PROPOSALS 
"Mixed Feelings' 
OWO51658 Beijing XINHUA in English 1651 GMT 5 Apr 87 


[News Analysis: Western Europe Showing Mixed Feelings Toward Nuclear Weapons 
(by Xia Zhimian)''~~XINHUA headline] 


[Text] Bonn, April 4 (XINHUA) -- Western Europe is showing mixed feelings towards 
nuclear weapons. It insists on their presence as a deterrent on the one hand and on 
their elimination on the other. 


West European leaders have been stewing over how to react to Soviet leader Mikhail 
Gorbachev's suggestion to remove medium-range missiles from Europe, since the proposal 
was made on February 28. The Soviet Union has retracted its longstanding demands that 
the withdrawal of medium-range missiles from Europe be linked to the U.S. Strategic 
Defense Initiative program, known as "Star Wars”. 


West European leaders want to see the total withdrawal from Europe of American and 
Soviet Pershing-2 missiles, cruise missiles and SS-20 missiles. However, if these 
missiles are indeed removed from Europe, Soviet superiority in short-range missiles and 
chemical and conventional weapons could pose a threat to the security of Western Europe. 


Western Europe does not wish to abandon its nuclear deterrent, saying it has guaranteed 
peace on the continent for more than 40 years since World War II. Western European 
nuclear weapons are necessary to maintain a balance with Soviet superiority in 


conventional weapons. 


To alleviate the Western European concerns, the United States has specified that 
following a U.S.-Soviet agreement on the elimination of medium-range missiles, 
Washington and Moscow must pursue negotiations and set a mutual ceiling on short-range 


missiles. 


The two superpowers will have to decide whether Moscow will take the initiative to 
reduce its superiority in short-range missiles or Washington will catch up with Moscow 


in that field. 


The United States is reportedly considering shortening the range to 800 kilometers of 
its 108 Pershing-2 missiles in Federal Germany, and is selecting short-range missiles 
for deployment in Western Europe. The U.S. move has also worried Western Europe, which 
is afraid that Washington's option would stifle the disarmament process, because the 
mutual ceiling, another package deal, would link medium-range missiles with short-range 


missiles. 


It is not the hope of Western Europe to keep the U.S. Pershing-2 missiles, or increase 
U.S. short-range missiles in Western Europe. 
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British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher recently met with President Francois Mitterand 
of France and Chancellor Helmut Kohl of Federal Germany to discuss medium-range 
missiles in preparation for Thatcher's five-day visit to the Soviet Union which began 
March 28. The West European leaders expressed their hope to eliminate medium-range 
missiles in Europe while calling on the United States and the Soviet Union to continue 
negotiations on short-range missiles. They stressed that Western Europe would be faced 
with Soviet superiority in conventional and chemical weapons once medium-range missiles 
were withdrawn from Europe. Although West European leaders want to see the reduction 
of nuclear weapons in Europe, they cannot comply with their total elimination. 


West on 'Defensive' 
OW121358 Beijing XINHUA in English 1331 GMT 12 Apr 87 


["Round-up: Why Is West so Cautious to Gorbachev's New Initiative? (by Cheng 
Kexiong)" -- XINHUA headline] 


[Text] London, April 12 (XINHUA) -- The British Government, like other Western allies, 
is very cautious in its reaction to Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev's new offer last 
Friday for immediate separate talks on shorter-range nuclear missiles in Europe. 


The reason behind such caution reaction, according to British analysts, seems to be 
that the new initiative from Gorbachev has appeared to the West's surprise on the eve 
of U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz's visit to Moscow and at a time when their 
pre-talk consultations have completed. Now there is suddenly a new situation forcing 
another round of urgent contacts between the Western capitals to assess the impact of 
the Soviet leader's Prague speech on their agreed stance. 


During the U.S.-Soviet Geneva INF (intermediate-range nuclear forces) talks following 
Gorbachev's proposal on February 28 to drop the linkage between an INF deal and the 
Reagan administration's “Star Wars'' space defense program, the West insists that the 
scrapping of medium-range missiles in Europe be linked to an agreement on shorter-range 
systems as the Soviets have said to have a superiority over NATO of 9 to 1l. They also 
demand a freeze on Soviet shorter-range forces at present levels and the right for the 
U.S. to match those figures. 


Gorbachev seems to have responded to Western anxieties about Soviet preponderance in 
shorter-range force by offering to reduce and eventually eliminate them. Such an 
offer, British analysts said, is likely to appeal more to Western public opinion than 
to those in power. 


But the problem for the British and other Western European governments is that they 
actually do not want to see all U.S. missiles, shorter-range or medium-range, be 
removed from Western Europe, thus forcing a "denuclearization of Europe" and reviving, 
the specter of U.S. “decoupling” from Europe. 


Gorbachev's new initiative, said the analysts, has therefore left the West once again 
on the defensive. British official sources indicated last weekend that Gorbachev 
appeared to be aiming at taking Europe further down the road of nuclear disarmament 
than the West was ready for. An official response to it, they said, would not be given 
before full consultation among the Western allies. 
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Meanwhile, there seems not very much room for optimism for George Shultz' success in 
Moscow even though the Reagan administration is determined not to let his talks with 
Soviet leaders be derailed by the present outburst of spying charges between the 
superpowers, British analysts said. 


Press reports show that the secretary of state has been instructed to take a toughened 
position in a number of important areas of arms control such as nuclear weapons 
testing, a possible timetable for strategic weapons reduction and the length of time 
the U.S. might agree-to defer deployment of Star Wars systems. 


However, time is short for President Ronald Reagan to grab any arms control agreement 
with the Soviet Union if he wants to re-establish his authority after the Irangate 
affair and restore his hopes of a place in history, said analysts here. 


As British Foreign Secretary Sir Seoffrey Howe noted in Washington last Friday, unless 
a Euromissile accord can be tied down by the end of the year, it will run up against 
the constraints of a U.S. election campaign. 


A breakthrough now looks possible in the INF talks, as Reagan said last Friday. But it 
is a gamble for both sides to negotiate a removal of Euromissiles just as it was when 
the missiles were first being deployed. George Shultz' Moscow trip seems to be a 
crucial step along the rough road. Whether it will bring any discernible evidence for 
speculation about the new gamble's outcome is not to be seen before he reports back on 
his talks in Moscow to a NATO foreign ministers meeting in Brussels Thursday. 


FRG Discord Over ‘Zero Option' 


OW131835 Beijing XINHUA in English 1559 GMT 13 Apr 87 


{["Round-up: Federal German Officials Divided on “Zero Option" (by Xia Zhimian)" -- 
XINHUA headline] 


[Text] Bonn, April 12 (XINHUA) -- In Federal Germany, the strongest supporter of the 
“zero option" on intermediate-range nuclear force in Europe, discord seems to be 
growing among government officials on the strategy. 


Federal Chancellor Helmut Kohl said in a policy speech that he hoped the United States 
and the Soviet Union would reach an early agreement on the elimination of medium-range 
missiles in Europe. His government spokesman has also made remarks to this effect. 


Willy Wimmer, spokesman on defence policy of the parliamentary group of the Christian 
Democratic Union and Christian Social Union (CDU/CSU), told reporters on April 9 
however that the disarmament of nuclear forces should be linked with that of 
conventional weapons, otherwise the "zero option" on medium-range missiles will bring 
enormous danger to the security of Federal Germany. 


Without comparable nuclear forces in Western Europe, he said, the NATO's "flexible 
response strategy"’ becomes absurd and the Soviet superiority in conventional weapons 
cannot be coped with. 
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Wimmer said he supports former U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger's view that 
prior to any progress in disarmament of conventional weapons, the West has to keep part 
of its medium-range missiles in Western Europe. 


Wimmer's statement gained wide publicity in the local press, which said "the CDU/CSU is 
considering abandonment of the ‘zero option.'" 


In order to clarify, Alfred Dregger, chairman of the CDU/CSU parliamentary group made a 
statement, saying there is no change in the position of the federal government and 
parliamentary group on medium-range missiles, which he said will stick to Kohl's 
position on the issue. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


BRIEFS 


ALFONSIN ON ARMS PROPOSAL--~Buenos Aires, 31 Mar (DYN)--President Raul Alfonsin 
today voiced his support for the Soviet proposal calling for the withdrawal of 
all Soviet and U.S. missiles deployed in Europe, Soviet Ambassador Oleg Kvasov 
said, Kvasov, who was received today by Alfonsin at Government House, conveyed 
to the Argentine president Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev's greetings for 
Alfonsin's recent birthday. In remarks to the press after the meeting, Kvasov 
said he exchanged with Alfonsin ideas on international issues, such as disarma- 
ment, the end of the nuclear testing, and the nonmilitarization of outer space.’ 
Kvasov said: "I called the president's attention on the latest Soviet proposal 
calling for the withdrawal of all Euromissiles." He said that the president 
"has given his full support to this proposal." Kvasov delivered to Alfonsin a 
message from Gorbachev wishing him “great success in his mission with the 
Argentine people and in his efforts for peace and disarmament. President 
Alfonsin'’s personal efforts in pursuing these objectives are highly appreciated 
in the Soviet Union." [Text] [Buenos Aires DYN in Spanish 2302 GMT 31 Mar 87 
PY) /9274 
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CHEMICAL/ BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS 


TASS: U.S. CONTINUING WORK ON GERM WARFARE WFAPONS 


LDO091053 Moscow TASS in English 1829 GMT 8 Apr 87 
[Text] Moscow April 8 TASS -- Commentator Leonid Ponomarev writes: 


The convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
bacteriological (biological) and toxin weapons and on their destruction was signed 15 
years ago, on April 10, 1972, in Moscow, Washington and london. 


Along with the USSR, the United States and Britain the convention has been joined by 
dozens of other countries which have undertaken resolutely to act with the aim of 
achieving effective progress on the road to general and complete disarmament, including 
the prohibition and Liquidation of all types of weapons of mass destruction. They 
pledged never, under no circumstances to develop, produce, stockpile, acquire in any 
way or retain microbiological or any biological agente or toxins, weapons, delivery 
vehicles for them, etc. 


When Washington signed this convention it must have ignored its binding nature and 
actually continued the work started way back in 1943 to create bacteriological 
(biological) weapons. As admitted by the Pentagon (in 1976) bacteriological weapons 
were tested in eight U.S. cities, including San Francisco and New York, in the period 


from 1950 to 1960. 


In 1962-1969 alone Washington spent 726 million dollars on the development of such 
weapons. It was already in 1971 that the American delegation at the disarmament talks 
in Geneva promised that the entire U.S. arsenal of biological weapons would he 
destroyed within a year. But subsequent publications in the American press show that 
this was simply a bluff. THE WASHINGTON POST reported in 1975, that is three years 
after the signing of the convention, that about 100 types of dangerous pathogenic 
microbes were being “studied” in American Army Laboratories. 


The virus of the “Rift Valley” fever, causing blindness, intensive loworrhage, damage 
to the liver, inflammation of the brain and death was studied in government 
laboratories in 1980. Judging by American oublications, work to create biological 
weapons was never stopped. SCIENCE magazine reported that in August 1984 the American 
Senate voted to build a powerful centre “to study arrosols" on the territory of the 
Dugway military testing range in Utah. Im reality this meant the launching of a 


complex to study especially lethal viruses. 


information that big stockpiles of lethal 


The foundation on economic trends has 
warfare preparation centre in Fort 


microorganisms were built up at the biological 
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Detrick, Marylend, by 1986. Late in the same year about a litre of pathogenic viruses 
of a dangerous fever encountrred mostly in Africa and Asia had vanished from that 
centre. Even last year the Fentagon allocated 42 million dollars for 57 projects 
involving the creation of various types of bacteriological weapons. 


The representatives of the present administration say that the United States supposedly 
strictly abides bw the convention but at congressional hearings tht same year Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense Douglas feith bragged that the United States has the 
capability of synthesizing biological substances designed for combat use. 


Intensive preparations for biological war are evidenced also by the Pentagon's growing 
expenditures on these aims. Thus, during the time that the present administration has 
beer in office allocations for the development of biological weapons have grown from 
15.1 million dollars in 1981 to 66 million dollars in 1986. Such are only some of the 
facts. There is a big difference between what they in Washington say and do. 
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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS 


SOVIET ARMY PAPER HITS U.S. ‘HYPOCRISY’ ON VERIFICATION 


PM121405 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 10 Apr 87 First Edition p 3 


{P. Filippov article: “Criminal Laboratories Operating. Biological Convention and 
U.S. Hypocrisy”! 


[Text } The Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological!) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction 
was opened for signing 15 years ago, 10 April 1972. That document was drafted in an 
atmosphere of angry world public indignation at the barbarous actions in Indochina of 
the U.S. military, which was waging a real chemical war there. In this connection the 
U.S. accession to the biological convention was a forced measure designed to damp 
protests. At the same time, the signing of the biological convention was a victory for 
the forces of peace. For the first time in history they secured a decision on the 
complete removal of a barbarous kind of mass destruction weapon from states’ military 


arsenals. 


Over the years more than 100 states, including all 5S permanent members of the UN 
Security Council, have subscribed to the convention. FEfforts are now being made tx 
strengthen the document's operating mechanism. Last September's second = review 
conference of participant states emphasized the importance of the convention's 
provisions and articles and outlined measures to strengthen it and to develop mutual 
trust among the parties to the convention. The participant states agreed to encourage 
exchanges of scientists on a reciprocal basis and also to openly publish the scientifi: 
works of specified centers and laboratories. A meeting of experts is now being held in 
Geneva on this topic. The experts are faced with the task of formulating specifi 

proposals on the substance of and the procedure tor exchanging information on al! 
scientific centers which use particularly dangerous pathogens of infectious diseases. 


In order to rule out malicious speculation, it has been decided to exchange information 
on all outbreaks of infectious diseases. The task of the experts now working in Ceneva 
includes the elaboration of provisions to govern the procedure for exchanging thi: 
information. Continued discussion of the mechanism for lodging complaints about 
inspection [proverka] procedures in cases where just one state which is a party to the 
convention requests should also be expected. 


As already reported, the Soviet Union together with the socialist countries submitted a 
proposal to elaborate an additional protocol on this. It was proposed to define in it 
the procedures for verifying [kontrol] observance of the convention, including 


international on-site verification [kontrol]. 
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With the support of some of its allies the United States prevented an accord from being 
reached on this very important question. Here, once again, Washington's hypocrisy over 
yuestions of disarmament manifested itself. As is known, the United States was 
“foursquare” behind international verification [kontrol] only so long as the Soviet 
Union did not give its consent in principle to such verification [kontro!] and did not 
propose elaborating corresponding procedures. And the United States at once abandoned 
its position. It became obvious that Washington had been frankly bluffing here and 
that international verification [kontrol] of observance of the biological convention 
was totally unacceptable to the United States itself. It is not hard to understand why. 


Any verification [kontrol] could establish, for example, that the conversion announced 
by former President R. Nixon of the Army bacteriological laboratories at Fort Detrick 
(Maryland) into an oncological center was a deception. The military department 
continues to hold sway at Fort Detrick. According to a conclusion by a number of 
authoritative scientists, it was precisely the Fort Detrick laboratories, which were 
widely engaged on research into retroviruses, that constructed the HIV virus, which was 
the pathogen for the previously unknown viral disease AIDS, which has now created 
exceptionally complex problems for health care throughout the world. 


Nor would international verification [kontrol] find it hard to get to the bottom of the 
tact that the Army center for bacteriological weapons production at Pine Bluff 
(Arkansas) is still just as it was |5 years ago, and is even developing. It has been 
reported that Pine Bluff has received a new technological line to equip ammmition with 
bacterial and toxin compounds [retseptury]. Its conversion into a_ toxicological 
center, announced by R. Nixon, was a deliberate lie. 


International verification [kontrol] could also be interested in the § Baker 
Bacteriological Laboratory at the Dugway Test Site in Utah. That laboratory, located 
in a desert region far from roads and prying eyes, has now been turned into the U.S. 
Army's chief scientific center for the creation [sozdaniye| of new kinds of 
bacteriological weapons. Millions of dollars were allocated last year to equipping 
that laboratory and were earmarked chiefly for the construction of a special, larger 
chamber designed for testing the combat properties of bacteriological compounds and 
ammunition. It has been learned that the simultaneous death of 50 wild horses from a 
rare African disease, whose pathogen was taken there for genetic engineering 
manipulation, was noted in the environs of that Laboratory. 


The United States tries to conceal its unseemly activity in spheres bearing on the 
biological convention by spreading slander against other states that are parties to the 
convention. However, in the course of the Geneva conference's work the representatives 
of oo number of countries rightly remarked that every peak in the slander campaign 
alleging the use of “Soviet-—made toxins” in Southeast Asia and Afghanistan invariably 
coincided with the start of a discussion of the size of the military budget in the U.S. 


Congress. 


The 1972 convention binds the hands of U.S. champions of biological wartare. This is 
why U.S. Administration spokesmen regularly criticize the convention. At 
meressional hearing in August 1986, Feith, a high-ranking Pentagon official, went so 
far as to call the biological convention “a false advertisement claiming that the 
problem of biological weapons can be resolved.” 


The states that are party to the biological convention disagreed with that a 
and “reaffirmed their resolute support for the convention, their immutable aller 
to its principles and aims, and their legal pledge under international law to imp! 
and strictly observe its provisions.” This is stated in the preamble to the fine! 
declaration of the September conference. And the struggle for this is still being 


waged today. 
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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS 


MOSCOW ON U.S. PUSH TO DESTROY OUTDATED CHEMICAL WEAPONS 


LDO81521 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1300 GMT 8 Apr 87 


[Text] Larry Hopkins, a U.S. Republican congressman has told an AP correspondent that 
the time has come when it is necessary to destroy the stores of old-fashioned chemical! 
weapons which are situated on the territory of the United States. These tori 
substances, he noted, present a threat to the country’s population. Listen to a 
commentary from International Journalist Vadim Biryukov. 


[Biryukov] As I see it, what is uppermost in this statement by Larry Hopkins is the 
concern of a legislator for his own fate. The point is that the state of Kentucky, 
which Lerry Hopkins represents, contains eight chemical warfare depots, which are at 
least 2 decades old. If there were a leak due to the aging of the containers, Yperite, 
Sarin, and compounds such as the Agent Orange defoliant will begin to affect the 
inhabitants of Kentucky. Of course, from the viewpoint of Larry Hopkins, this is bad, 
for we are talking about his home state, and not, say, Europe, where, in the FRO and 
Britain, thousands of metric tons of U.S.-made chemical! rounds are kept, or similarly 


other regions of the planet. 


the Tooele arsenal, to the 


In the past few years there have been several alarms at 
Sarin escaping into the 


south of Salt Lake City in the state of Utah, due to 
The local authorities are demanding that the Pentagon destroy this dump. 


atmosphere. 
have to be carried 


But at the same time they are afraid, for the containers would 
through residential areas and this procedure could end in tragedy. 


under the codename “Pursuit”. The ship (Russe! 
scuttled 150 miles from the 
this 


In 1970 an operation was carried out 
Briggs), with its cargo of concrete containers, was 
Rahamas. World-renowned scientists, including Americans, warned of the danger of 
operation. The site of the scuttling is in the region of the powerful Gulf Stream, as 
a result of which the entire North Atlantic could be contaminated, and then the north 
of Europe. But clearly this problem is of little concern to the U.S. strategists, who 
in 1988 intend to set about manufacturing a particularly dangerous chemical weapon 


the Bigeye binary bombs. 
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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS 


MOSCOW REPORT ON BW CONVENTION REVIEW CONFERENCE 


LD101212 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 6330 GMT 10 Apr 87 


[Text] The 15th anniversary of an important international document, the convention 
banning the development, production and accumulation of supplies of bacteriological 
weapons and on theic destruction, is marked today. This is what our correspondent 
Viadimir Dmitriyev reports from Geneva, where consultations on how this convention is 
being observed are being held. 


{Begin Dmitriyev recording] The time that has passed since the document was signed and 
since it has been in force has shown the effectiveness and viability of the 
convention. This was the conclusion drawn by the representatives of the member 
countries of the convention who have met twice over the past period in Geneva to check 
on how it is operating and how its points are being implemented. 


At the meeting held last September it was decided to hold a conference of 
scientific-technical experts of the convention's member states. Now the experts have 
begun to work. Yuriy Konstantinovich Nazarkin, the USSR representative, is at the 
microphone: 


{[Nazarkin] The purpose of this conference is to strengthen the convention by means of 
working out confidence measures between its participants. The conference is examining 
questions of an exchange of information between research centers conducting 
bacteriological research, and on outbreaks of epidemics and the development of 
scientific and international cooperation in the field of biology. 


The Soviet Union is in favor of other ways, too, leading to a strengthening of the 
convention banning bacteriological weapons. We are seeking a broadening of the circle 
of participants in the convention, and are proposing that the effectiveness of 
monitoring its observation should be _ improved. We put forward proposals on 
strengthening the monitoring mechanism at the second conference of the participants in 
the bacteriological convention. They were supported by mamy other states, but the 
United States opposed them. This was evidently a case of pressure from the Pentagon, 
which allots a certain place to bacteriological weapons in its military plans; with 
this in mind it is working on developments in the field of biolcgy and penetic 
engineering. [end recording] 
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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS 


SOVIET VIROLOGIST DENOUNCES CHEMICAL WEAPONS 


LDO092223 Moscow TASS in English 1648 GMT 9 Apr 87 


[“Academician Votyakov Denounces Chemical Weapons” —— TASS headline! 


[Text] Minsk April 9 TASS -- Academician Veniamin Votyakov, a well-known Soviet 
virologist, has said in a TASS interview: “As a scientist and a physician, | regard 
as my duty to urge my colleagues in all the continents to do their utmost tor 
disrupting the horrifying plans of preparing a chemical and biological war designed by 


the U.S. military”. 


it 


- 
-— 


of Epidem) slog 


For many years Academician Votyakov headed the Belorrusian Institut: 
study t 


and Microbiology. He is the author of many research papers on a comprehensive 
forest-spring encephalitis and ways of treating poliomyelitis. 


1 member of t bee Soviet 


He is taking an active part in the antiwar movement and is 
the Prevent ion t 


Committee of the international movement “International Physicians tor 
Nuclear War”. 


other Western countries violate 


Academician Votyakov recalled that the U.S. and 
stockpili ° ’ 


1972 convention on the prohibition of the development, production and 
bacteriological (biological) and toxic weapons and on their destruction. He port: 


out that the U.S. had at the moment 250,000 tons of various toxic agents, which i: 
enough for killing all the people in the world many times over. 

He emphasized that toxic weapons were fraught with the danger of a biologi 

catastrophe not only in case they were used, but also during tests or leakage. Whve 


toxic agents penetrate the soil and water reservoirs, they affect plants and tt 
and, consequently, are consumed by man together with food. Since 1976 thoueands 


leakages have taken place. The greatest threat is hanging over Furopean countrie: 
For instance, 7,000 tons of nerve agents are stockpiled in West Germany . Apart fro 


it, the U.S. plans to deploy more nerve agents at its bases in Britain and Italy. 
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CHEMICAL/BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS 


PRC URGES ELIMINATION OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS 


0W161430 Beijing XINHUA in English 1424 GMT 16 Apr 87 


{Text} Geneva, April 16 (XINHUA) -—- China today urged the elimination of chemical 
weapons and their production sites at the Geneva disarmament conference. 


Fan Guoxiang, head of the Chinese delegation, told the 40-nation conference that states 
possessing chemical weapons are “obligated to declare and destroy their stockpile and 
production facilities under international verification so as to ensure the security of 
all states.” 


Fan said that since the signing of the Geneva protocol more than 50 years ago, which 
prohibits the use of chemical weapons, violations have repeatedly occurred. 


While urging an international monitoring of production of chemical weapons, Fan also 
said that legitimate interests of enterprises as well as commercial and technical 
secrets should be protected. 


As for those facilities that can be used for both civilian and military purposes, he 
said, an effective verification of key facilities would be helpful. 


He finally reiterated that China hopes to see “a breaktnrough" in reaching a convention 
on a chemical weapons ban. 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


PRAVDA HITS PENTAGON RETRACTION ON WARHEAD STANDARDS 
PH080903 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 5 Apr 87 First Edition p 5 


["Rejoinder" by Yu. Zhukov: "Punishing Themselves"] 


{Text ] _ As is known, Pentagon executive officers, who have the job of annually 
publishing a diagram comparing U.S. and Soviet armaments, report year after year that 
there is approximate parity, that is, equality, and in a number of indicators the 
United States even has an advantage. Naturally, this makes those who study the figures 
doubt the honesty of their [defense] secretary, who claims day after day that the ‘USSR 
has established a massive superior:ty over the United States and is on the eink of 
attacking it. 


Someone in the Pentagon was evident . a dressing down, because recently a 
document emerged from the military depa, chat is as different from last year's as 
night from day. It contained a diagram implying that the “relative technical standard" 
of nuclear warheads is “significantly changing" in favor of the USSR. 


On seeing the diagram, Congressman Edward Markey immediately wrote Joint Chiefs of 
Staff Chairman Admiral William Crowe a letter bluntly asking him: 


"How could the relative technical standard of U.S. and Soviet warheads significantly 
change in favor of the Soviet Union when the Soviets were observing a nuclear test 


moratorium for 18 months?" 


Commenting on the letter, THE WASHINGTON POST observed that the Pentagon had 
unsuspectingly refuted the administration's main argument "about the need for nuclear 
tests to improve warhead design," which the White House was using in its efforts to 
justify its refusal to endorse the Soviet moratorium. 


There was a whiff of scandal. Feelings in Congress in favor of banning appropriations 
for nuclear tests strengthened again. It was then that an anxious chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff decided to dissociate himself from the statement that had been 
made to please the military secretary. He published the following reply to Congressman 


Markey: 

"As a result of your reques*‘, an analysis was carried out and we were unable to find 
any significant data confirming the statement." Then the grief stricken admiral stated 
that the statement had been made "as a result of an administrative error (!) which we 


should have discovered," but did not discover. 








Markey's comment was sarcastic: "The hardest thing for Washington is to admit errors. 
It happens to everyone. I am glad Admiral Crowe has clarified once and for all the 
‘difference in warheads.'" 


Once and for all? Hardly! I bet there will be more rubbish tomorrow about the 
perfidious USSR establishing a twofold and even threefold advantage in armaments over 
the United States -- after all, that is what C. Weinberger himself keeps claiming. 


Nevertheless, Admiral Crowe's apology to Congressman Markey is expensive: After all, 


he publicly demonstrated that the Pentagon comes out with barefaced lies when its boss 
needs them! 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


PRAVDA HITS ADELMAN COMMENTS ON SOVIET TESTING POSITION 
PNM131229 Noscow PRAVDA in Russian 10 Apr 87 Second Edition p 5 


[Article by P, Lukin: "Adelman's Clear-Cut Position and Designs" 


[Text] In recent days the U.S. mass media have been disseminating speculative stories 
alleging that the Soviet Union is no longer insisting on a total ban on nuclear tests 
but is prepared to agree to just their partial limitation. These stories are heing 
made out to be the new position of the USSR, which has allegedly "renounced its demand 
for a total ban on nuclear tests" and instead has suggested to the U.S. side that they 
agree on a limitation on the number and yield of nuclear explosions. 


K. Adelman, director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, has_ been 
particularly zealous in these fabrications and displayed an unrestrained urge to make 
it seem as though what he wants is reality. 


Although he heads an organization which, to judge by its mame, should engage in 
questions of limiting and halting the arms race, Adelman has long been known as a 
fierce opponent of any measures aimed at reaching accords on real disarmament. [his 
time too he has acted in his usual role and reached the point of totally distorting the 


Soviet Union's p»rsition. 


The question arises: What is this -- ignorance of the true state of affairs or 
malicious intent? Probably the latter. After all, Adelman himself has given the 
answer to this question by stating that "a total ban on nuclear tests is not a priority 
task for the United States." He saw fit to ascribe to the USSR the United. States’ 
reluctance to decide the question of a total end to nuclear tests and has thus tried to 


mislead the world public. 


The truth is that the Soviet Union has been and remains a determined champion of a 
total ban on nuclear tests as a very important priority measure in achieving the main 
aim - curbing the nuclear arms’ race and subsequently eliminating nuclear arms 
completely. The whole world knows that, in seeking to resolve once and for all the 
problem of halting nuclear tests, the Soviet Union has taken the step of declaring a 
unilateral moratorium on all nuclear explosions, which played an_ exceptionally 
important part in international life and was welcomed with great approval by all 
champions of the halting of the nuclear arms race. 


[t is just as well known that the present U.S. Administration in fact failed to respond 


to the USSR's proposal to put an end to nuclear tests and has obstinately continued to 
implement a program of such tests with a view to creating new types of nuclear 
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armaments and building up its nuclear potential. The Soviet Union's decision to end 
its unilateral moratorium was an enforced measure dictated only by the interests of 
security. The Soviet Union's resumption of nuclear explosions does not mean its 
renunciation of the struggle for their total cessation. 


[t was the Soviet Union who proposed immediately initiating full-scale talks involving 
any participants and at any forum on a total ban on nuclear tests with, of course, the 
participation of the United States. The Soviet side has put forward a specific program 
of action within whose framework it has expressed the readiness to reach agreement also 
on the gradual solution of this task by introducing intermediate Limits on the number 
and yield of nuclear explosions. 


Here, of course, such measures should, first, be of a material nature and provide for a 
substantial reduction in the permitted yield of explosions and the number of tests per 
year and, second, should be of a truly intermediate, provisional, nature, with the 
establishment of guidelines relating to deadlines for the transition to a total ban on 
nuclear tests. The Soviet side is not opposed to discussing the question of ratifying 
the 1974 and 1976 "threshold" treaties during such talks. 


During the talks we are proposing methods and forms of control should also be worked 
out that could form the basis for the control mechanism of a future treaty. The main 
thing is that the talks should have a clear aim -- a total ban on nuclear tests. 


How has the U.S. Administration responded to these proposals of ours? To this day, as 
is shown by the Soviet-U.S. Geneva talks of experts on questions of halting nuclear 
tests, the United States is declining to discuss on a practical plane the question of 
halting nuclear tests. On the contrary, it is insisting on discussing how to carry out 
these tests and how to monitor them. 


Ihe U.S. side, by refusing to embark on full-scale talks on banning nuclear tests, i: 
trying to replace them with the discussion of just one question monitoring thy 
observance of the 1974 and 1976 “threshold" treaties. The examination of the question 
of further intermediate limitations on the number and yield of nuclear explosions i: 
being put off indefinitely by the United States. Moreover, it is made dependent on thy 
fulfillment of a whole series of additional conclusions and that includes linking it 
with progress at other talks. As for the question of a total ban on nuclear tests, it: 
solution in general is being deferred until nuclear weapons are removed from the 
states' military arsenals. 


As for the USSR, as before it will do everything in its power to put an end to nuclernr 
tests once and for all. The proposals put forward by the Soviet Union open up a rea! 
opportunity for resolving this problem of importance to mankind. 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


PRAVDA ON U.S. REPORT OF OVERSTATED SOVIET TEST YIELDS 
MoScow PRAVDA in Russian 16 Jan 87 p 4 


[Article by PRAVDA correspondent V. Sukhoy: "Beyond the Palisade of Mythical 
Figures: American Scientists on the Necessity of Thinking in New and 
Realistic Categories in Politics"; first paragraph is PRAVDA introduction] 


{Text J New York--Over the course of many years, the power of Soviet nuclear 
blasts was intentionally overestimated both by experts in government 
departments as well as by specialists that the White House brought in from 
outside. 


In America, especially at the Philistine level, there is a prevailing notion 
of the dreadfully destructive power of the Soviet nuclear missile potential, 
which supposedly is several times that of U.S. strategic arms. These 
dispositions are heated up by Pentagon strategists and in general by all 
opponents of nuclear arms control. They also prevail in the corridors of 
federal authority. 


No one here takes the trouble to search for any halfway convincing arguments 
in support of this point of view. Everything is based on unfounded assertions 
to the effect that the Soviet Union was, as they say, able to attain "nuclear 
Superiority" over the United States in the area of nuclear missile armaments 
by means of the “insidious utilization of loopholes" in American-Soviet 
treaties or by openly violating them. The United States, they say, has 
unfailingly observed if not the spirit then certainly the letter of these 
treaties and consequently has "been duped." One of the most widespread and 
popular theses of the current administration boils down to saying that the 
Soviet Union has supposedly repeatedly violated the agreements on the 
thresholds of underground nuclear blasts and carried out tests whose yields 
significantly exceeded 150 kilotons (that is, were more powerful than the 
explosion of 150,000 tons of TNT--V.S.). 


But now this myth is coming to an end. It is crumbling under the pressure of 
the scientifically founded facts presented by tne American scientists Lynn 
Sykes and Dan Davis in the article, "Power of Soviet Strategic Arms," 
published in the January 1987 issue of the journal SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN. The 
scientists set for themselves the task, in avoiding any underestimation or 
overestimation of the Soviet nuclear potential, of giving a true picture of 





the situation. Having applied the method for measuring the force of 
underground blasts that American seismologists have been using over the course 
of the last decade and that the White House has literally repudiated, L. Sykes 
and D. Davis demonstrated that over the course of many years the power of 
Soviet experimental nuclear blasts has been artificially overestimated both by 
experts of government departments as well as by specialists that the White 
House brought in from outside. 


"Our calculations show convincingly," the American scientists note, “that, in 
contrast to the conclusions of the adminstration, no underground blasts 
carried out by the Soviet Union in recent years exceeded the previously 
stipulated yield thresholds for nuclear tests." The authors of the article 
point out that the overestimation of the power of nuclear b asts automatically 
led to incorrect assessments of the destructive force of the warheads on the 
Soviet missiles already deployed. And this, in turn, gave a distorted idea of 
the "height of the nuclear ceiling" of the adversary. This produced a closed 
circle: from the unrealistic assessments of the power of nuclear tests to the 
exaggerated calculations of the number of nuclear warheads and then to the 
pursuit of the "adversary that has suddenly bolted ahead." As a matter of 
fact, in "catching up" to the nonexistent levels of the nuclear missile arms 
of the Soviet Union, the United States has actually been violating the 
strategic balance between the two countries. 


The investigation carried out by L. Sykes and D. Davis showed that from 31 
March 1976, when the Soviet-American agreement on the thresholds of the yields 
of underground nuclear blasts became effective, to 6 August 1985, when the 
unilateral Soviet moratorium went into effect, the USSR has not carried out a 
Single test that would have exceeded the limit of 150 kilotons. Consequently, 
the authors note, there is no justification for accusing the Soviet Union of 
violating the agreement, which, by the way, the United States has yet to 
ratify. 


L. Sykes and D. Davis point out that there is the widespread opinion that the 
striking power of Soviet strategic warheads ranges from 200 kilotons to 50 
megatons. These fantastically overstated figures nave nothing to do witn 
reality, the researchers note, pointing out the power of the warheads on 
Soviet strategic missiles actually ranges from 40 kilotons to 1 megaton while 
the warheads on American missiles range from 50 kilotons to 1.5 megatons. 


it was also believed for many years that the total power of | nuclear 
arsenal of the USSR greatly exceeds the "megatonnage" of the strategic "triad" 
of the United States. The authors of the publication in SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN 
are also dethroning this concept of many years duration. The addition of the 


nonexistent yields of individual warheads produces, they note, an 
"inflationary sum": the inflated and excessively augmented figures cease to 
have anything to do with the real number of missiles and warheads. Careful 


calculations show that in the mid-1970's it was not the USSR but the United 
States that had somewhat of a lead in the overall power of its strategic 
systems. At the present time, there is approximate equality in the nuclear 
arsenals of both countries. But the level of this parity is stili extremely 
high: this puts in question the survival of mankind. 
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"Is there even a grain of truth in the assertions to the effect that the SALT 
Il Treaty and the agreement on limiting the power of underground tests are 
more beneficial to the USSR than to the United States?" ask L. Sykes and D. 
Davis. And their answer is "no." If one takes an unbiased approacn to the 
Situation, tnen one cannot fail to acknowledge that without these agreements 
the Soviet Union would have had the possibility of deploying substantially 


more intercontinental ballistic missiles and of arming them with more powerful 
warheads. 


Why is the Soviet Union preparea to go further in lowering the threshold of 
nuclear tests and why is it proposing to stop nuclear tests altogether? Fora 
iong time, they say, it nas been thought that it is better to overestimate the 
military power of tne Soviet Union than to underestimate it. Because it is 
easier to create an image of the "external enemy" oy hiding the real situation 
behind a palisade of biased figures and calculations and because 
disinformation helps to camouflage the unwillingness to reach important 
agreements on arms control. 


And wny, despite the protests of many specialists, has the United States for 
almost 10 years been applying a faulty method of estimating the power of 
Soviet nuclar tests? Why is it advantageous for it to see the Soviet nuclear 
potential in a curved mirror? Why have they been talking for decades from the 
highest platforms about the “superiority of the USSR in the area of nuclear 
missile arms."? The American scientists answer these questions as well. 


But now, the American researchers write, it is necessary for the United States 
to begin to think in real categories and to understand at last that the 
reductic of nuclear arsenals corresponds to the national interests not only 
of the Soviet Union but of its own as well. The shortest path to this is the 
observance of tne SALT II [reaty and other American-Soviet agreements and, on 
their basis, the signing of new far-reaching agreements on nuclear arms 
control. 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


USSR: SCIENTIST ON U.S. REASONS FOR CONTINUED TESTING 
Reliability Testing Said Unnecessary 
Moscow APN MILITARY BULLETIN in English No 2, Oct 86 pp 9-LO 


[Article by Academician Vitaliy Goldanskiy, specialist in physics and chem- 
istry: ‘Explosions in Nevada Are Essential Only for the Development of New 
Weapons" } 


[Text] Neither the USSR, nor the U.S. have been detonating charges with a 
yield of more than 150 kilotons for 12 years, that is, since 1974 when the 
treaty limiting nuclear tests became valid, Yet both sides have even more 
powerful nuclear charges than they had before, and nobody doubts their 
realiability, Why? 


All components of a thermonuclear charge are either stable, such as lithium, 
deiterium and beryllium, or have a half-life incomparable with the human life 
span, such as plutonium-239 with a half-life of 24,000 years, uranium-235, 
800 million years, and uranium-238, 4.5 billion years. The only unstable 
component used in some types of nuclear weapons is tritium with a half-life 
of about 12,5 years, So, tritium is the only component which should be re- 
placed from time to time to make a nuclear charge reliable, 


Furthermore, every nuclear weapon has a conventional explosive which brings a 
nuclear charge into subcritical condition and triggers off a chain reaction. 
There is a detonator, mechanical and electronic components, which can all be 
subjected to a failsafe test either separately or together without detonating 
a nuclear charge itself. There are also numerous modern methods of non- 
destructive analysis, such as defectoscopy, introscopy, etc., which can ac- 
curately describe the physical condition and chemical composition of any 
component, whether nuclear or conventional. And, finally, there are methods 
of mathematical experiment which make it possible to model on computers even 
the very test-explosion of standard nuclear weapons, 


Te sum up, nuclear weapons can be sublected to a comprehensive test for 
reliability without their detonation. Test explosions which continue to be 
staged in Nevada are only needed for the development of new types of weapons. 
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X-Ray Laser Development 
hoscow APN MILITARY BULLETIN in Inve lish No 1, Jan 37 pp 3-7 


|Article by Academician Vitaliy Goldanskiy: “Nevada test Kange Is Used To De- 
velop the A-Ray Lascr | 


[fext] Only a small part of U.S. current tests is concerned with existin: 
nuclear ammunition or one tiat is to replace the present weapons. Americans 
are testine, above all, the uprated types of fissile nuclear charres-- 
tricecrs-—-desicned to set otf high-powered thermonuclear detonations. for 
example a charse of several megatons can be trivgcered off by a devi-e of 

a tew kilotons, that is, with a capacity below the limits set by the 1974 
Treaty (150 kilotons). Americans also observe how impact pulses, heat 
electromagnetic radiation, neutrons, X-ray and eamma-ray emissions produced 
by explosions affect nuclear charges. tut most of the American tests are 
aimed at improvine second-generation weapons and developinr weapons of a 
third generation (see table). 


For example, it is possible to seek a more powerful blast and to make such a 
blast as optimum as possible by increasing initial super-critical compression. 
One may also conceive some miniature variants of fissile nuclear fuses-— for 
example, by achievinre their super-compression through simultaneous pulses 

from a multitude of powerful optical laser beams, This method is similar to 
the idea of laser-triecered thermonuclear fusion---a thermonuclear reaction 
effected through an instantaneous super-compression and heating of pellets of 
frozen mixture of deuterium and tritium. Incidentally, the American press has 
recently reported that it is planned to attempt such thermonuclear fusion at 
underground nuclear tests at the Nevada range, keduced size and yield ot 
fissile nuclear fuses may prove especially attractive in developing new types 
of tactical nuclear weapons and enhanced radiation weapons--neutron bombs, 


Niniaturisation of nuclear warheads also makes it possible to adapt them to 
new delivery systems and so augment and widen the catalocue of nuclear delivery 





vehicles and increase the number of warheads of a new type leads to new vehicles 


and these in turn wive rise to new types of warheads, with the arms race 
spiralling hicher and hivher. 


More dangerous still is the tact that an increasing part of the present 
American test explosions is beinc used to develop weapons incorporating new 
principles, nuclear weapons of a tilird ceneration, Data available in the 
press indicate that dozens and perhaps hundreds of test explosions are plan- 


ned, 


The possibilities are now bein» most intensively discussed within the Sul 
framework are of combinin: various kinds of selectively directed weapons with 
the impulse impact or destruction effects on matter or mechanions to be 
achieved through high concentration of effect energies in time and in space, 
that is. by means of rays from various kinds of iasers (chemical, \-ray or 
free electron ones). beams of neutral particles accelerated to velocities of 
the order of tens of kilometres a second by pramme projectiles, etc. 
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The central nuclear component of the SDI programme is the project to develop 
the nuclear-pumped X-ray laser, headquartered at the Livermore Laboratory 
and initiated by Edward Teller, the father of the hydrogen bomb, and his 
associates Lowell Wood and George Chapline, 


Underlying the nuclear-pumped X-ray laser project is the idea of converting 
the energy of a nuclear explosion, which normally spreads evenly in all 
directions (we disregard here details of energy spread from a ground explo- 
sion upwards and downwards), into energy concentrated in space along definite 
narrow directions, 


Each such direction is determined by orienting a long and thin metal needle 
located next to the nuclear warhead inside the common housing of the X-laser 
working medium. When this needle is exposed to a powerful flux of X-ray 
radiation that arises at the moment of a nuclear explosion, the working 
medium of the X-laser is instantly ionised greatly, with multitudes of 
electrons leaving both external and deep-lying shells of the medium's atoms, 
and the metal needle becomes a sort of plasma with a very high density 
(typical of a solid body). It is assumed that every nuclear warhead's 
explosion could pump several dozen needles of an X-ray laser, while high- 
speed computers would train these needles on targets, having calculated the 
trajectories of missiles already in flight, 


This kind of weapon is being advertised as one of the basic ones in the Star 
Wars programme. although it ought to be said that there are different opinions 
even within the arms laboratories themselves whose staffs are the chief pro- 
ponents of continuing the nuclear tests and take an active part in SDI work. 
There is, however, strong scepticism regarding the prospects of X-ray lasers 
being developed at Livermore. At Los Alamos and Sandia it is widely believed 
that such lasers cannot be a reliable anti-missile defence and that hundreds 
of millions of dollars being appropriated annually for them should be real- 
located to other SDI projects. Even at Livermore itself there is some op- 
position to the overemphasis on X-ray lasers an there are sceptics disbeliev- 
ing the efficiency of these lasers as an ABM element. 


One way or another, it is the SDI programme which is now being used as the 
main argument for developing the X-ray laser, and at the same time it is the 
clear-cut nuclear arms nature of these SDI components which is causing the 
greatest concern among American scientists themselves, 


Another source of anxiety is the fact that SPI should be based on an impec- 
cably operating very sophisticated computer programme, including the need for 
very rapid accomplishment of the very complex task of image identification 
with a great number of far frem identical feedbacks, Basically, the idea is 
to trust the fate of mankind to computers, Requirements to an SDI programme 
may be likened to the requirement that a library of 5,000 books, each 300 
paves lone and issued without proofreading, should not contain a single mis- 
print, ‘Misprints’ in this case signify the threat of accidental outbreak of 
war, when the entire complex SDI system is activated by an initially false 
alarm signal, 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


TASS EXAMINES U.S.-JIAPANESE ‘SECRET ACRERMENT' 


"Scandal Exposed 
LDO72100 Moscow TASS in English 1841 GMT 7 Apr 87 . 
"Secret Accord Between Washington and Tokyo -- Analysis” TASS headline! 
[Text] Moscow April 7 TASS TASS political news analyst Askold Biryukov writes: 


A scandal has erupted on both sides of the Pacific over revelations that Washington and 
Tokyo have had a secret agreement allowing the United States to take nuclear weapon: 
freely into Japan for some thirty years now. 


THE NEW YORK TIMES reported Tuesday that a group of Japanese Communists led by ™! 
Atshbushi Hashimoto, who had been searching in the Library of Congress, had found a 
declassified telegram from the then U.S. secretary of state, Dean Rusk, to American 
Ambassador Fdwin Reischauer in Tokyo, dated February 24, 1966. 


The cable instructed the latter to remind Tokyo of the need to honor confidential! 
irrangements with the United States on unimpeded introduction of nuclear weapons int 
lapan under a “transit agreement” which was appended as a top-secret document to the 
1969 U.S.-Japanese “Mutual Security Treaty” 


The telegram also expressed concern that the arrangements would be undermined if Japan 


accepted a proposal that Japan be deciared a nuclear-lree zone. 


The State Department warned bluntly that such a move by Japan “could prevent U.S. from 
bringing our nuclear capable units which would include all warships into U.S 


? ;1coe in | ipan” 


THE WASHINGTON POST ommented that the Rusk document “appears to confirm that US. shix 


’ 


und aircraft routinely brought nuclear weapons into Japan for short transit periods’ 


The Communist Party of Japan made the mtents of the telegram public. 

Shioii Nithara, a member of the Presidium and of the Secretariat f the party's Central 
owe + © © ee tealA newem ; ’ L 

‘The Liberal-—Democratic governments have iiways talked about peace and disarmament, but 

have i, liways acted mtraryvy to thocese goals 


We want to expose their lies. 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


TASS: CPSU OFFICIAL DISCUSSES INF, NFZ ISSUES Wii! DANES 
Copenhagen Press Conference 
PIH011351 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 29 Mar 87 First Edition p 4 


[TASS report: "CPSU Delegation in Denmark"] 


[Text] Copenhagen, 28 Mar -- The CPSU delegation that is in Denmark at the invitation 
of the Danish Social Democratic Party met with E. Weidekamp, mayor of Copenhagen, 
March. A.I. Lukyanov, secretary of the CPSU Central Committee and delegation leader, 


talked about the restructuring under way in the Soviet Union and about the ineres 
role of local soviets in solving the tasks of socialist building and in satisfying ¢! 
Soviet people's growing needs. The representatives of Copenhagen's local authorit i 
showed interest in strengthening good-neighbcrly relations between the USSR and Denman! 
and expressed readiness to promote this process. 


The head of the CPSU delegation was received by Danish Prime Minister P. Schlueter. ft) 
their talk they touched on questions of ensuring security and peace in Fire) 

Attention was devoted primarily to questions linked with the implementation of t! 
Soviet peace initiative aimed at eliminatiig U.S. and Soviet medium-range missiles | 


Furope. The head of the Danish Government showed interest in the processes 
restructuring in various areas of Soviet society's life, noting their internation! 
importance. The prime minister was briefed on the expansion of Soviet industrial 
enterprises’ rights in implementing ties with foreign firme, and on the creatios 
joint enterprises with the participation of foreier pital, which expand = th. 
opportunities for Soviet foreign economic activity. Vi as an exchange of opini 

on the progress in implementing the accords reached du. P. Schlueter's October 1986 
visit to the Soviet Union -- accords which are of great importance for developiny 
mutually advantageous trade and economic cooperation between the two countries. 

A uews conference was held in the afternoon at the Christiansborg Palace the Danish 
Parliament building ~- in which the CPSU delegation and the Danish Social Democrat i 


Co 


Party leadership, including party Chairman A. Jorgensen, Deputy Chairman S.. Auken, 
Secretary S. Christensen, and L. Budtz, chairman of the Security and Foreign Policy 


Commission, took part. 


In a statement delivered at the news conference, A.1I. Lukyanov made a positive 
assessment of the results of the talks between the CPSU delegation and the Danish 
Social Democratic Party leadership and expressed the hope that these meetings wil! 
promote the strengthening of relations between the two parties and be of use to both 


countries’ peoples. 
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The talks with the Danish Social Democratic Party representatives and the meetings 
which the delegation has had in Denmark have reaffirmed the importance and usefulness 
of dialogue between Communists and Social Democrats, he stressed. 

While well aware of the differences in our ideological positions, we at the same time 
are convinced that this should not be an obstacle to cooperation for the sake of the 
main task of the day -- the maintenance of peace, the removal of the nuclear threat, 
the ending of the arms race, and the destruction of nuclear weapons. 


We are profoundly convinced, the head of the CPSU delegation continued, that under 
present conditions we do not need new thinking alone. We need new practical action and 
bold and vigorous steps. In this regard he mentioned the Soviet Union's large-scale 
proposals on nuclear disarmament, particularly those set out in the 28 February 
statement by M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, and the 
motives which prompted the Soviet Union to make the decision. 


It ‘as noted that the proposals to create nuclear-free zones in various parts of the 
European Continent are in line with the general efforts aimed at removing the nuclear 
threat. Pointing out the Soviet Union's support for these initiatives, the CPSU 
Central Committee secretary spoke in detail about the USSR's approach to the idea of 
creating a nuclear-free zone in the Nordic region. He stressed that the Soviet Union 
not only states its support for the idea but is taking practical measures to promote 
it. In particular, these measures were outlined in Helsinki last November. 


In developing this position, the Soviet Union reaffirms its support for the idea of 
giving nuclear-free status to the Baltic Sea within the framework of implementing the 
proposal for a nuclear-free North, and, as a new manifestation of goodwill, could 
withdraw 6 submarines equippec with 18 ballistic missiles from the Baltic Fleet if 
agreement were reached on this issue among the relevant states, he pointed ovt. 


The USSR's readiness to embark on talks on concluding a multilateral agreement with the 
participants in the zone or on concluding separate agreements with each country, 
pledging not to use nuclear weapons against them, was reaffirmed. 


Talking about the processes taking place in the USSR and in Soviet society's life, the 
head of the CPSU delegation said that the thrust of the efforts being made to 
restructure and profoundly renew all aspects of the country's life lies in revealing 
the potential of socialism to the full. Restructuring means accelerating Soviet 
economic development on the basis of the achievements of the scientific and technical 
revolution in the interests of meeting Soviet people's needs increasingly fully and 
creating better living conditions for them. At the same time the rescructuring 
underway in the Soviet Union does not mean the smashing of our political system, he 
noted. On the contrary, it is a question of strengthening and developing it and 
deepening its democratic nature. 


The CPSU Central Committee secretary expressed the opinion that the talks hetween the 
Danish Social Democratic Party and the CPSU are of great importance. They have 
demonstrated the two parties' identical concern for the state of affairs in the world 
and their understanding of the need to develop and strengthen Soviet—Danish cooperation 


in all areas. 


We view Soviet-—Danish relations as a weighty component in a wider Fasct-—West dialogue, 
the head of the CPSU delegation said in conclusion. 


A. Jorgensen, chairman of the Danish Social Democratic Party, made a short speech 
expressing satisfaction at the results of the talks, which, in his opinion, were held 
in a friendly and businesslike atmosphere. 
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The news conference participants answered journalists’ questions. 


The head of the CPSU delegation met with Danish Foreign Minister U. Ellemann-Jensen. 
During the talk a number of international problems relating to security on the Furopean 
Continent were discussed. An important place was occupied by an examination of certain 
aspects of the implementation of the Soviet initiative on withdrawing medium-range 
missiles from Europe and a discussion of the question of creating a nuclear-free zone 
in northern Europe in light of the results of the meeting of Nordic countries’ foreign 
ministers in Reykjavik, where it was deemed necessary to set up a unified, expert 
working group to clarify the opportunities for creating such a zone in the region. 


The CPSU delegation had a meeting with the Danish Communist Party leadership, during 
which there was an in-depth exchange of opinions on the content of the restructuring 
taking place in the Scviet Union. The Danish Communists stressed that the processes 
taking place in the USSR are of great importance for world development and_ the 
communist movement. They made a high assessment of the USSR's recent steps aimed at 
improving the international atmosphere, in particular the proposal aimed at ridding the 
European continent of medium-range missiles. The meeting was held in a friendly and 
relaxed [neprinuzhdennyy] atmosphere. 


A.I. Lukyanov met with representatives of Soviet institutions in Denmark. The tasks 
facing Soviet foreign policy and foreign economic departments and organizations at the 
present stage were discussed in light of the decisions of the CPSU Central Committee 
January (1987) Plenum. 


Lukyanov Completes Visit 
PM301327 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 30 Mar 87 First Edition p 5 


[TASS report: “Visit Ends"] 


[Text] Copenhagen, 29 Mar -- A CPSU delegation headed by A.I. Lukyanov, secretary of 
the CPSU Central Committee, visited Denmark at the invitation of the Danish Social 


Democratic Party 23-28 March. 


During its stay in Denmark, the Soviet delegation exchanged views with Social 
Democratic Party renresentatives A. Jorgensen, party chairman, S. Auken, deputy 
chairman and Social Democratic Party political spokesman in the Folketing; = S. 
Christensen, party secretary, 0. «¢spersen, Folketing deputy; L. Budtz, chairman of the 
Danish Social Democratic Party commission for security and foreign policy questions; 
and 0. Fich, Europarliament deputy. 


The talks passed in a friendly atmosphere. The sides discussed primarily questions 
pertaining to the need to continue efforts to achieve detente and disarmament and in 
particular p.oblems regarding the elimination of medium-range missiles and operational] 
and tactical weapons from Europe, the creation of a nuclear-free zone in northern 
Europe, and its possible geographical boundaries and corresponding guarantees. 
Questions of conventional arms reduction, nonmilitarization of space, observance of the 
ABM Treaty, and so forth were also touched upo.a. 


The delegation members met with representatives of the Social Democratic parliamentary 
party and S. Jakobsen, president of the Folketing. The delegation toured the country, 
visiting Helsingor, where it inspected the school of the Danish Federation of Trade 
Unions, Odense and Artus. It had talks with E. Weidekamp, the mayor of Copenhagen. 
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The head of the CPSU delegation met with Prime Minister P. Schluter and Foreign 
Minister Ellemann-—Jensen. 


The CPSU delegation invited representatives of the Danish Social Democratic Party to 
visit the Soviet Union. 


On 28 March the CPSU delegation left Copenhagen. 


It was seen off at Kastrup airport by representatives of the Danish Social Democratic 
Party leadership and B.N. Pastukhov, Soviet ambassador to Denmark. 


On the same day, the delegation headed by A.I. Lukyanov returned to Moscow. 


It was met at tae airport by 1.V. Kapitonov, chairman of the CPSU Central Committee 
Auditing Commission; CPSU Central Committee members V.V. Zagladin and N.I. Savinkin; 


and others. 
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NUCLEAR TESTING AND FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


BULGARIAN OFFICIAL DISCUSSES BALKAN NFZ ON MOSCOW RADIO 
LD111035 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1215 GNT 10 Apr 87 


["International Situation--Questions and Answers" program presented by Igor 
Surguchey, with Nikolay Shishlin, political observer: Nariy Ivanov, first 
deputy minister of foreign affairs of Bulgaria; Yuriy Mikhaylovich Kolosov, 
deputy head of Humanitarian and Cultural Ties Administration of the USSR MNin- 
istry of Foreign Affairs; and Sergey Pravdin, Vyacheslav Lavrentyev, and Andrey 
Ptashnikov, “colleagues" of Igor Surguchev] 


[Excerpt] [Surguchev) Many of our listeners continue to inquire into the 
problem of the creation of nuclear-free zones in Europe, Comrades (lorovskoy) 
from Kyshtym and (Podshebyakin) from Korovograd ask if there is any progress 
in the creation of such a zone in the Balkans, As you know, the People's Re- 
public of Bulgaria is an active champion of declaring the Balkans a nuclear-- 


free zone, 


Over to Comrade Mariy Ivanov, Bulgaria's first deputy minister of foreign affairs. The 
recording of his speech was made recently by our special correspondent in Sofia. 


[Begin Ivanov recording in Bulgarian with superimposed translation] The proposal for 
creating a nuclear weapon-free zone in the Balkans is one of the earliest initiatives 
concerning the creation of nuclear-free zones in Europe. The well-known proposals of 
the USSR and the Socialist Republic of Romania on this matter were made as early as the 
second half of the fifties. Our country energetically supported them. As you know, in 
recent years there have been new developments and broad international recognition of 


the idea of creating nuclear-free zones. 


In 1981, Comrade Zhivkov proposed that a meeting of leaders of the Balkan countries be 
held in Sofia to discuss the problem. The first step was taken on the road to put this 
proposal into practice. In January and February 1984, there was a conference in Athens 
of experts from Balkans countries. They reviewed cooperation among themselves’ in 
various fields and discussed procedure directed at turning the Balkans into a nuclear 
weapons-free zone. Agreement was reached to continue this dialogue. 


Realistic preconditions exist for turning the Balkans into a nuclear-free zone. 
Bulgaria, Romania, Yugoslavia, Greece, and Turkey are participants in the nuclear 
weapons Nonproliferation Treaty. They have all adopted the requirements regarding the 
use of nuclear power only for peaceful purposes as established by the IAFA. The 
countries of the region do not have their own nuclear weapons, and, consequently, their 
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pledges boil down to the withdrawal of the nuclear weapons belonging to a non Ralkan 
country, to not permitting these weapons on their territory. Nor would the creation of 
such a zone alter the balance of forces in the region, as agreement on this matter 
would be the outcome of equal talks, based on the principle of not damaging tly 
security of any state or military grouping. 


The international seminar on nuclear-free zones held in Sofia at the end of Last year, 
in which eminen’ scientists and public figures from East and West took part, promoted 
further popular.zation of the idea of creating a nuclear-free zone in the Balkans. the 
policy of the People's Republic of Bulgaria is guided by the interests of peace and 
cooperation. Acting with the aim of consolidating security in the Balkans, Bulgaria is 
defending the supreme interests of its own people and the cause of socialism and peace 
on earth. [end recording] 
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BLOC FOREIGN POLICY JOURNALS ON INTERNATIONAL SECURITY 


Realities of Nuclear Space Era 


Moscow INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS in English No 2, 1987 pp 3-7 


[Article by Prof. Shalva Sanakoyev] 


[Text ] 





Phe 27th CPSU Congress evolved and put forward the fundamental 
principles for a comprehensive intceinational security system. This far- 
reaching initiative was backed by the fraternal parties of all socialist 
community countries. It takes account of the complexity of the present in- 
ternational situation and the tasks facing humanity in this nuclear age 
and fully mects the exigencies of today. “Now as never before,” Mikhail 
Gorbachev stressed in the Political Report of the CPSU Central Commit- 
{ce to the Party Congress, “it is important to find ways for closer and more 
productive cooperation with governments, parties, and mass organisations 
and movements that are genuinely concerned about the destinies of peace 
on earth, with all pcoples in order to build a comprehesive system of in- 
fernational security.” 

The problem of promoting world peace and security has always been 
a central one in world politics. But it is particularly acute now that 
slaving off a nuclear catastrophe has become a life-and-death issue for 
all countries and peoples and that the security of every state hinges 
directly on international security, which implies durable world peace and 
the preclusion of any attempt whatever to prevent nations from indcpend- 
ently choosing the path of their deoclopment 

There cxists a mechanisin for maintaining international peace. It is 
the United Nations, whose Charter lays down the fundamental principles 
of international security, to be put into practice by the Security Council, 
one of the main UN bodies. As far back as 1970, the 25th Session of the 
UN General Assembly adopted a Declaration on the Strengthening of 
Infcinational Security. Ever since thon, the course of implementation of 
the Declaration has been discussed at every session. The military, poli 
tical, socio-economic and humanitarian aspects of the problem are a 
standing topic in and outside the United Nations. 

Until recently, however, international security problems were examined 
in isolation from one another, and the idea of setting up a comprchensive 
international security system, of working out its unive 
—— with. As a consequence, even resolutions on various aspects of 
rod on Devin ecu Assembly remained a dead lette: 

Ss 

In advocating an international security system, including a system 
for Europe, the Soviet Union apd the other fraternal countries have in 
variably held that it should serve as a solid basis for restructuring TT 
ternational relations in the spirit of mutue! confidence and underst Fon 

erstanding 


rsal principles was 
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and for solving key wor!d political problems, above all those of curbing 
both the nuclear and the conventional arms race, and should become a 
dependable guarantee of world peace 

The 27th CPSU Coneress developed an integral concept of a coiipre- 
hensive international security system covcring all the military, political, 
economic and humanitarian aspects that must underlie the system. This 
is the first time that so comiplex, all-erubracing a concept has been pro 
posed. What is more, tite proposal coiles at a-most opportune time, for 
it is today that the prerequisites have formed for a constructive disscus 
sion and solution of the whole range of international security problems, 
or, in other words, objective conditions have been created for stopping the 
warmongers and delivering mankind from global cataclysms for all time 
In short, the trend towards bu il r lo up th e potential of peace, reason and 
goodwill is now both steady and essentially irreversible. 

A turn for the better can be made from the sharp military and politic 
al contest between the two systems to a policy of detente and the estab 
lishment of a comprehensive international security system. This is ensured 
by the world socialist community with its mighty military, economic and 
political poreattat, the growing struggle of all peace-loving countries of 
Asia, Africa and Latin America for Peace and social progress, the advan- 
ces of the non. aligned movement, which comprises dozens of countries 
and is actively resisting the imperialist policy of aggression and war. 
Other factors promoting a shift to detente and the creation of a com- 
prehensive international security system are the expanding anti-war 
neovement of all continents, whose peoples realise more aid more that 
today a world war would doom humanity to self-annihilation, the increased 
awareness of some sections of bourgeois ruling quarters that a military 
confrontation between the two socio economic systems would have disastr- 
ous effects; and the existence of rough wiilitary-strategic parity between 
the Soviet Union and United States. between the WLO and NATO 

It follows that in today’s world there exist obje tive condition for the 
contest between the two systems to go on exclusively in the form of 
peaceful compctition 

“The course of history aud social progress,” states Resolution of the 
27th CPSU Congress, “requires ever more insistently that states and na 
tions cotstructively and positively interact all over the world) The comb 
nation of competition and historical contest between the two systetuis will 
the mounting tendency towards the interdependence of states within the 
world community is the real dialectics of development of today’s world 
A controversial but interdependent, and in many ways integral, world is 
taking shape through the struggle of opposites. World affairs, their present 
stage, set especially rigid demands on every state, be it in foreign policy, 
in economic and social activity, or the spiritual miak eup of society.” 

The Soviet concept of international security is a concrete manifesta- 
tion of a new mode of thinking consonant with the nuclear age. It is 
aimed at laying the solid groundw rk for world relations adequate to the 
conditions of contemporary scientific and technological progress. In other 
words, it calls for the establishnicnt of a system of state-to-state rela. 
tions niceting today’s exigencies, ruling out the very possibility of breach- 
ing international peace and, most important, freed from the arms race, 
from material preparations for a nuclear war. This is the noble aim of 
the whole set of the constructive proposals of ihe Soviet Union and the 
other fraternal countries. 

The basis for a comprehensive international security system can be 
provided by the proposals of tiie Soviet Union and the other fraternal 
countries for radically reducing strategic offensive nuclear armaments, 
abolishing US and Soviet medium-range missiles in Europe and simulta- 
ncously reducing missiles of that class in Asia, freezing the number of 
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of the \BM Treaty, imposing 4 complete and definitive ban on nucicar 
blasts, eliminating chemical weapons as well as al trial facilities for 
their manufacture before the end of this «catury, carrying out substantial 
cuts in anmed forces and couventi i] ri! tS oat bal and region i 
levels, and exercising ¢flective control in every »pher dat every stave 
of arms reduction. Hf aeccpted t Lees Wd helo tay the founda 
tions for a comprehensive protional security sy-tea and substantially 
improve the international situation 


The Sovict-US sunmnnit in Reykjavik and the new preposals made there 
by Mikhail Gorbachev showed that 3t1 lly Tar bb ble agi ents lead- 
ing to the abolition of nuclear wespons can be reached. At p it, all 
sensible state inen and politicians adin#t that those Soviet proposals offer 
a real Op] THTVILY for | | r thy falonate at the disarmament talks 

nd putting ap end to the arias t Kjavik «owed the world once 
eain the Soviet Union's will in ching for radical solutions in 
favour of e durable world peouce, a peaceinl | nt and future f 
thind and the removal of the viclear danver. At the same time, 
! j ’ ’ c ' ; 


cam laid bare the attitude of f vo | fa fon their militer 
ist policy do tlieir plans designed to aller 1] ililary stratevic 


Phe leaders of the frat i} partios f the MEA ber countrics 
hey ct ij \1 Noon \’ | r 10 ( 1], MoS 4 d | nions 7 

current inf 7 . 1 tie fine ’ 1 tiie ! 
position adapted by the ‘ t | noimn Reykjavik 1! d 
10 sie p Up jornt « forts in rest of abolishing | d 
rceaueine \ 1 i] is, of (Ta jhider 11 I | ( 
| id SCCHTILY 

\l) Ss a that lt hist 1 CONTE HOS 1] cl iy 
the dl y of the old rh ), with the policy of 
It he buchbup of it ’ sof 

Vth hony (| (1 | » Tne d, Wiip 
has cf ny thi Ss fa d ly iy s all proposals g 
it, is p nes very definite class AS vinnt mg an sp! ol 
foot d unecrtaiat dd tthe people | 1 the siru for i! 
j ce by ploiting their ¢ r self-prescrvation id su:vival. B 
des, witl ce oon, Hist hourseaisie is in a position t 

rfoally lide a tion of f] ) . 1ye' chr swell as of i irch ( 

{el low) al pons mnel imon { r NON chs id the 1! | | 
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Phe class character of thr : list policy of nnelear and space arm 
race is particularly obvious in ird to the Soviet Union and othe 
socialist countries. Tt is manifested in attempts to weaken them economic 
illy and to unde: ine their intes tional po iWhons 


Thus the policy of building up military potential currently pursued by 
the United States and NALO affects the interests of every single naiion 
nd humanity as a whole. lig ‘lisin would like to make the arms race 
«ll but the “point of departure” for its class and ideo'ogical contest with 
orld socialism. By escalating it again and again, imperialism is com 
miting the greatest crime against the peoples of the world. 

Linder these circunistinees the Soviet Union's steadfast, unrelenting 
strugele for disarmament is of special importance in mobilising the peop! 
es avainst the barhare policy of international imperialism, for organis 
ing eficetive joult acuotis im defence of world peace and the future ol 
civilisation. 

Laving the fonndati: for a comprichensive international — security 
systent would help make pea i cocsistence the highest universal prin 
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ciple of relations between courtitrics of the two different systems. It ts 
logical that this initiative comes from the Soviet Union and other social 
ist countries. The foreign policy of existing socialism is, and has always 
been, the most humane and purposeful policy in defending world peuce 
and resisting aggression and war. Seeking to provide peaceful conditions 
for the creative effort of their peoples, the socialist conmimunity countries 


4 


are at the same time defending the interests of mankind as they strive 
for the solution of the main global probiem of today, that of averting a 
nuclear disaster and preserving peace and life on carth 

Socialism is a society consistently upholding the independence of 
peoples and human progress and gearing its international activities to 
the maintenance and consolidatio of world peace. Socialism, Mikhail 
Gorbachev said at the 27th CPSL Coneress, “is settling an exaniple which 
is becoming more and more influential and attractive, and deimonstratine 
the real humanism of the socialist way of life. By so doing it ts erecting 
an increasingly reliable barrier to the ideology and policy of war and 
militarism, reactior’ and force, to all forms of inhumanity, and is actively 
furthering social progress. It has grown into a powerful moral and 
material force, and has shown what opportunities are opening for modern 
civilisation”. 

It is from the standpoint of using objective opportunities tuat om 
should also consider the proposal to lay the groundwork for international 
security in order to lend the development of international relations a 
stable character and provide a reliable safeguard against the threat of 
military cataclysms 

We are not inclined to ov: csimplify matters. The problem of laying thie 
foundations for international security is very coraplex and will take a 


good deal of time and effort. Its solution will depend in no small measu 
on the overall international situation, on the course and outcome of th 
talks on nuclear and conventional armaments, on the improvements of 


the political climate in the world, on greater confiderice between countric 

In this connection there is no disregarding the diplomatic subterfuges 
and propaganda stratagems of the Western countries, which often use 
them as a smokescreen to conceal the real state of world affairs. We ar: 
faced with a clear attermipt to misrepresent the overall situation in the 
world, to minimise the nuclear danger threatening the peoples, and at 
the same time to paint an unwarrantedly bright picture of the ongoing 
East-West talks, especially on curbing the arms race. In so do lig, the 
West is careful to say as little as possible about the results of these talks 
What we have here is certainly not an excess of optimism but an attempt 
to mislead public opinion and throw the anit-war movements into disa 
ray. Thus the imperialist states’ “secret diplomacy” takes on yet anothe: 
highly dangerous form 

A Marxist-Leninist analysis of the aligiament of world political and 
class forces as well as an objective assessment of the overall international 
Situation and authentic information on the talks under way contribute 
therefore in large measure to a correct understanding by the peoples of 
today’s requirements and mobilise them to resist the policy of militarism 
and war. 

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries submitted the proposal 
for a comprehensive international security system to the 4lst Session of 
the UN General Assembly. The move was prompted by decp concern 
about the fate of peace and the future of nations and had a definite pur- 
pose: preventing a drift to the precipice of nuclear scif-annihilation and 
bringing pcople’s way o! thinking and action into line with the realities 
of the nuclear and space age so as to reshape international relations on 
the principles of cooperation and mutual understanding, thereby presery 
ing and promoting peace. 
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The ilst Session of the UN ( eral Ves nbly with 102 yes Votes 
y d a resolniion “On the Cree of a Comprehensive System of Inter- 
ational Pesce and Sceurity’, thus laying the fonudation for the further 
Jovclop it of constructive dintou on the substance of a new philo 

phy of secu iy no the nel i ‘Cc cil (J jr clical w i\s f{ recon- 
Mroctine: internati | relations on ifs is. The only ne votes ne from 
Pranee and the United States. 

In conelusion we wish fo stress thet 4 lay if is peut larly i nuportiant 
lo analyse on scientific Hones probloms involving dis vets of a com 
CHCHININ i ' i] rtin 1, stow #] . if dep 2 
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pace cra, hi | nig Ont ds > thy \ of ! . political 
pirtics and social move tson this hev issue off cane wy inter 

finial rclaiions and world polities, To mah ¥ He aware of 
the fet that j dius the f lations for s ly ts tive today, 
it is weeossary, first d forcimost, to he amo arpootinve '\sis of the 
Tyas dg hotwe il lives ls over this colyle l. how ft] rse of the 
current talks on the fuadamental security problan, that of curbing the 
nuclear arms race, aud appraise the contribution of the negotistors to the 
parnandeadints oli nol the | ly] s of p lear ad baddest nt nd to the 
promotion of DP peace {\ 

Phe sc. {], i, ¢ thie ‘ ’ | {Tice pris fod it Hsing an 


‘xchange of opinion on the problans concerned. The participants are 
scholars, journalists and practical workers from Bulearia, the German 
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Deiweratic Republic, Hungary, Poland and the Soviet Union. 


Military, Political Aspects 
Moscow INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS in English No 2, 1987 pp 20-24 


[Article by Wolfgang YVubiczek] 


[Text ] The Jast decades of this century, associated more and a oiten with 
the onset of the nuclear and space era, have seen the rise of an absolut 
ly new situation This is due primarily to the impact of the scientific anil 
technolocical revolution on military technoloyy, something which lend, 
the problem ol Will and pr a | qui viitcitiwe ly din Ol d ioiston While 
in earlier wars there were winners and losers, such an ontcome ts fo 
lowe possible Ow iy lo the CNoOriMwlls di strincrive puwet ol the weapon 
st. ckpiled to date, a nuclear war would: spy No the self-ann lation of hu 
manity. Under these ciremmstances, safeguarding the world against th 
threat of a niche cat troptis is Inereasiigely as nine the character ol} 
a political task that can only be accomplish d by political means. 

“The new situation”. said Erich Houecker on June 13, 1986, “calls for 


mew thinking, for anew, Fespoits bl approach to the issues whose ont 
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come will determihce Wh ' Ui i be war or | so Degil ae , 
it is necessary to find solutions leading to the halt of the arms face ate 


to a reshaping of relat > Det tates on the basis of comprehens _ 
d equsl s ity for all.” Unis curity can be ensured on a durab 
vasis and for the long term given the elimination of the material meats 
Jhose use Would result in destroy mankind. This implies primarily dis 
nNameuutl in the sphi e of nucle ind other we2po Ol mass destructic: , 
extension of the arms race t iter space and sustunt NM cuts im ar 
fore convent if aruiaments 
" ree Ee Oy eee ‘ new situation in which the world fin! 
No state is in a m ’ ror rel at initvy by ili 
tary 1 lis or ‘ical ‘ yo et) | sha) risics t! Si" iv oO] other 
countries. The devi lopiinut of new weapons has never eontributed to last 
ine peace. The thesis advenced recently in connection with SDI and alleg 
ing that a new, more sophisticated military technology can dependably 
Wecuard the sccurity of the United States is nothing but on illusion. All 
hat such brenkthronvhs ino mil \ huolowvy luce 1s a warked 
baild up of lifary potentials lad of a |] preserving 
bactor Tike ainlit ry parity 
An alysis of thre ifs 1 oO - over the | St decades re 
veals soriething peculiar, a distinet ri The wulitary technological 
projects of one side are dep led by het ic bora res 
which, in their turn, p pt the | ! tin set their, In 
asmuch es cach sidk | T ; ‘1 nants of 
the ofher side from what is i! twell, a Live Wwanee in 
thie efective iCsSS vO thi ‘ | > OI t re fieided comes 
fairly soon. This ominous “loi rae iy vo so far as to 
defy political control or cven t tion political decisions 
The Sovict Union has ¢ do by its preetical moves that this 
Yogic” can be counteracted by I tical measures. The most 
convincing 4 Hiple of i thn teal 1 ol the Soy el Union's 


unil fel i] bint caforinny ‘% lear | io it Th ii the I vited St feos 
pris sf d fos yard >) th ; j ; | is It 4 = vithout ~ ying that 


Soviet goodwill « ot | | 1 oad mn There is a need for an 
equate response from the United Stites. the “logic” of the aras race 
iy}ti { ivi s 1y | ) {! | j { 

Phe clear d, is bound to inerease equal dan- 


cor aad tiay push it: x tdveat .n parity will ecase to be a factor of 
unlitary-politieal Coloronee’, Mikteal Gorbachev said at the 27th CvSU 
Caneress. Phat this | justified is shown by persistent US 


‘hampts fo build up a pability by loping strategic and 
naee Oo ive weepons. FI ion mirht tempt adventurist imperial 
ist forees to settle political « s by using if Weapons. 

Che perforin of thy y Weapon nd the way they are deployed 
sharply reduce the time for | tification. Today, if nuclear imissiles 
will be used, this time is measurcd in minutes, but it will be reduced to 
seconds once laser beam weapons are used in outer space or from ontes 
space against the learth. Tho the tin led for the politic al leader hip 
of a country to toke r rf ture ond scale of retalia 
lion, the issue of war and peace, i Sing. Such decision-making is 
inevitably relegated in in WW e to technical systems and, what 
is more, failures of such tems vure not entirely out of the question, 
the sad experience of the past ha: shown. In a crisis situation the com 
non sense and will o/ politician iid, in fact, no longer be able to <top 
a danecrous trond of development 
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S\ “t ; is whose limitation and reduction would be guite hard to contro 
could not be controlled at all. In other ras, arms reduction encounters 


oroyv : nincuities ; ca » } . ' 
5? Vw fess ‘ . | CUNCUITLIC 1i Laue s11i€ lie, there 1s a danger evel 


now that the arms race being whipped up by the United States may go 
' . ‘tL. 7 2 £ , 7 ‘ . , . 4 
beyond the limits to the buildup of deadly ipons sect by existing trea 
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es. | contradiction iween the m of Star Wars plans 


and compliance with provisions of the 1972 ABM [Treaty is evident. The 
arms race is undermining the existing political mechanism of curbing it: 
at the same ime, it is eroding the general political and technical condi 
lists of reaching new agreements and accords on arms limitation and 
disarmament. 

Such are certain circumstances which should be taken inty accourt in 
ensuring international security 

Obviously, a comprehensive approach to the problem of protmetine in- 
ternational security demands first and foremost removal of the military 
factor from the global structure of security. This can only be achieved by 
steadily abolishing the means of warfare, especially muclear arms. Di 
armament is thereiore a political task of paramount importance in the 
struggle for a comprehensive international security system 

The attitude to armed force, to military might and their role in worl 
politics, is becoming a criterion of the existence or lack of new thinking 
iu the nuclear and space age. Mikhail Gorbachev's statement made at the 
2¢th CPSU Congress to the effect that “the moi: world has becor 


mil too small and fragile for wars and a policy of strengtl Not only 
nucleic war itself but also the preporations for it, in other words, the 
arnis race, the aspiration to win militury superiority can, speaking in 


Objective terms, bring no political gain to anybody”, accords doth with 
the ideal of socialisin and with the objective security interests of all na 
tions 


The socialist countri ire not trying to achieve unilater hivantay 
injuring the security of ot! count and running counter to their im 
terests. The W imsaw Tre ity countries’ mulit ity doctrine is CAD! itly OTi 
entated to defence. The Soviet Union and its WiO partners are staunch 
opponents of any variety of war. The Sovict Union and the People’s R: 
public of China have committed themselves to no-first-use of nuclear wea 
pons. The Warsaw Treaty countries declared at tne Budapest Meeting of 
the Political Consultative Committee in June 1956 that they would start 
no hostilities against arty state unless they become the larpet of apy 
sion themselves 

In the military fleld the W ¥ Treaty counts pr lin @ way 


ensuring that no other country tee! concertied al r «ts secu ly. They 


are seeking a drastic lower y ol the high level of nifit iry controntati: 
the abolition of all nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction and a 
limitation of the offensive capability of the opposing armed alignments 
in order that the military potential of alliances and individual countri 
May only serve their defence r junne nits 

Regrettably, this approach to the milit factor is still anything dut 


ii} y 
universal. The leading politicians of NATO countries are stuck in pr 
nuclear dograas. They unhesitatingly extol military strength, hoping to 
achieve their ainis with its help. Early last year the US President, speak 
ing on television, said that the past five years had shown that US strength 
Was again a safeguard ot freedom in a dangerous world. He described 
force as the most conclusive argument that his country had. Thereupon 
the President repeated the battered allegation that arins limitation talks 
with the Soviet Un could only be carried on “from a position of 


Strength”. He said US strength was an inseparable element of tranquillity 
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disarmament, that is, a diininution of the role of the military factor as a 


colponent of the security of states, inevitably lead to a growth in the sig 
nificance of other spheres, primarily the political sphere. To safeguard 
international security, it is nec ‘ssary both to adopt disarmament measures 
and provide greater political and legal guarantees of national security 
The socialist countries bear this interconnection in mind. And they do not 
regard the achievement of progress in one field as a precondition of pro 
gress in another. It is possible to adupt arins limitation and disarmament 
measures that do not simultaneously require political guarantees. The 
general principle, however, should be as follows: the more extensive and 
significant disarmamént measures are. the more imperative it is to join 
efforts for strengthening all other direct and indirect guarantees of se- 


curity. It is also important to vigorously foster political dialogue be tween 
countries with different social systems. It he.ps create general opportuni: 
ties for progress in disartnament | | 7 

The German Democratic Republic therefore submitted a draft resolit- 
tion on the need for a constructive dialogue to improve the internation 
situation to the 41st Session of the UN Genera! Assembly, It wants to 
help ensure that political dialogue arid talks are carried on with a sens. 
of responsibility and that results are achieved with the aim ol promotins 
peace and international cooperation and drawing interests closer togetho 
Also, the GDR does its best to help strenythen the | N as a forum ot 
collective efforts for the solution of urgent world problems 

In 1985, the socialist countries showed their readit s to take a New 
approach to the problem Ol disarm MOT by propo bias... + serene 
programme for a phased reduction of nucleai and conventional arenes 
and appropriate effective control. It is NOW Necessary ie o* y ee it 
capitalist countries to show political readiness and goodwi im ~ 7 
by accepting the proposed dialogue, which would ma e it pos ts o st 
the problem of setting up a comprehensive international security systen 
on a practical basis. 


U.S. Military Doctrines 
Moscow INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS in English No 2, 1987 pp 24-27 
[Article by Laszlo Tolnai] 


[Text ] After the Second World War, the plurality of mutually counterbalan 


ing rival international forces admittedly was succeeded by two blocs, So 
cialism and capitalism, which are locked in a sharp struggle need ly 
every sphere. The concept of security and the approach to it from a 
military standpoint changed as the need for the security of individua 
countries as well as of each of the two world systenis came to the fore. 

At one pole stood the United States which set cut to create an inter- 
national political situation that would ensure world domination of hs 
leading capitalist power. To this end it be gai the intensive —*? adh S 
military potential, in particular in the nuclear field. Besides, Was Wg on 
proceeded to set up a system of military and political alliances su Fu 
would guarantee US tuilitary presetice in every part of the globe err 
bilateral and multilateral treaties and obligations imposed by them. Tha 
was how the concept of “deterrence” appeared, acquiring a specific con- 
tent. 
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The Soviet Union, at the other pole, was forced to adopt counter-mea 
sures in order to safeguard its own security and the security of its so- 
cialist community partners. The chief task from the point of view of this 
security was not only to achieve and keep up general military parity with 
the United States but to bring about parity in other regions with due re. 
gard for the conditions prevailing there. 

Thus one side made the problem of military parity, closely linked with 
the idea of equal security, central to its policy while the other banked on 
“deterrence”, which is part and parcel of the US strategy of “contain 
ment’. This strategy presents the Soviet Union as the chief enemy which 


must be held in constant dread of the disastrous aftermath of the use of 
nuclear Weapons egainst it. This approach was generally intended to 
stress the “defensive” nature of US military plens whose real and chicl 
purpose was to make the adversary refrain from activities restricting the 
global influence of the United States. This, for its part, necessitated a 
continuous build-up of armaments and ever greater fighting efficiency. 
One of the arguments in support of this policy was that without quantita- 
tively and qualitatively adequate “deterrents”, a collision with the social- 
ist countrics was inevitable, for the recson why the enemy did not use 
inilitary force was not due to lack of aggressive intentions but because it 
was contained by US tighting strength. 

Western sources cstimated that by the early 1950s the Soviet Union 
had no military aircraft with a range large enough for striking a crash- 
ing blow at US territory and that the US Air Force could therefore aiin 
with impunity at Soviet installations. In response to the provocative US 
activity, the Soviet Union could only have posed a direct threat to West- 
ern Europe. 

It was not long, however, before the Soviet Union fielded missiles 
which thoroughly altered the strategic situation. US military experts had 
to reckon with the chances of the Soviet Union endangering certain in- 
stallations on US territory. A special subeominittee which the US Nation- 
al Security Council set up in 1952 to escertain the likelihood and pre- 
sumable proportions of the military damage threatening the United States 
pointed out that the country’s vulnerability was a fact and that an atomic 
attack would be an unacceptable hazard for the American people. 

And so the original inodel of “deterrence” fell apart, and “deterrence” 
based on a second-strike capability caine to the fore. The new version iim- 
plied that after a first strike the receiving side would retain its ability to 
retaliate.. This was to be achieved both through large-seale arins build-up 
and by setting up a defence system under which the population and the 
forces assigned to deliver a second strike would suffer but insignificant 
casualties. It was on the-e lines that the United States carried on its main 
eilorts in the 1960s. But US strategists soon realisea that neither the 
build-up of “dcterrents” nor the deployinent of an anti-missile defence 
system served the goal set and merely !ed to an endless arms race aid 
modernisation of offensive weapons. 

It became evident that the idea of making “deterrence” effective by 
achieving military superiority was unrealistic, since every attempt to this 
end naturally prompted the otlicr side to counteract it. Nevertheless, the 
search for “deterrents” went on. The loss of the nuclear advantage and 
the growing vulnerability of the United States presented it with new pro 
blems, for this shook the West Furopean allies’ confidence in US “guaran- 
ices” of “extended deterrence”. Hoping to remedy the situation, the United 
States forced its NATO partners to adopt the concept of “flexible respon- 
se’, thereby shifting the emphasis in Europe from the doctrine of “de- 
!::rence” to possible use of nuclear weapons at the disposal of conventio- 
nal troops units. But cven this was no solution to the problem of defend- 
ing Western Europe from the alleged Soviet threat, since the use of US 
nuclear weapons was still hard to imagine, at least as long as there was 
no direct threat to the United States itself, 
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Nor did the deployment of US medium-range missiles in Western 
lurope solve the problem. The US side believes that these weapons pro 
vide confidence in US “nuclear guarantees”, in the certainty of US action 
in the event of an attack on Western Furope. However, the stationing of 
LS intermediate-range nuclear missiles on West European soil did not 
'essen doubts about the effectiveness of “extended deterrence”. Indeed, 
many in Western Europe affirmed that the deployinent of these weapons 
had virtually shifted the nuclear hazard to Lurope by the will of the 

ited States, conjuring up the spectre of possible nuc'ear war only on 
‘he continent. This gave rise to covert and in some cases even to overt 
.iradictions between the United States and the West European NATO 
cuntries. And while not all of them: were due to political causes, they 
vievitably affected the military sphere. 

At this point IT would like to call attention to two facts. One of them 
is the rise of obvious differences inside NATO over certain aspects of the 
('S position While the United States generally attributes changes in the 
dex cloping world to Soviet attempts to “penetrate” into an individua! 
country, West European states often tesd to regard these changes as an 


objective result of the desclopanent oo the resions concerned The other 
equally noteworthy fact is discgicen over Wost Paroposa s rity. In 
Hueiwtial political forces ith Western baropo consider that ur inal sc 
curiiv should be based not only on Wo-tera “deience capability” but on 
a s\steni of treaties with the Seat Doan as well es with other Warsaw 


Preaty countries 
The overall result is that the US “policy of achieving security theoueh 


deterrence” has been tn pecinonent crisis ever sitee strategic pacity was 
attsined. Furthermore, the use of the Pretor oat “acborreiee” as a question 
abie basis for various theorie.. doctri:: egaal atic dncch es h scriousty 
injured US military and potitical thoveht by bringiig the military a 


pects of the problem ol PresCPVilig peice to the lore As a con. jUectiCs 
the US took a blassed view of, or siteo'y ignored the socialist countries’ 
furidamental ideas and forcign policy iieves aiited at selepucarding si 
curity. 

The Sovict Union and the other socialist community countrics m 
jected the US concept of “deterrence” from the outsct Malstory and polit 
cal experts in socialist countrics pointed out that “deterrence” hed a vir 
tu: ly destabilising effect on the militory balance of forces 

In light of the US build-tio of military michi, the socialist countri 
response was perfectly logical: they strengthened thei defetices and in 
creased their military potential to the requisite proportions. The talitars 
Strategic parity brought about by the socialist conmmiuniy, priiarily Ue 
Sovict Union, through tremendous eflorts benefited the tilernational si 
tuation. It made possible the pursuit o° a policy of detente and paved th 
way for talks on lowering the leve! of miliitury confiontetion. This means 
that while Western politicians, relying on “deters ice’, tried to achieve 
“security” by military means, the socialist counirics soueht solutions 
above all on the basis of political guarantees witness is thei: construc- 
tive proposals for renouncing the use of force, for peacefully settling 
disputes, and refraining from interfercuce in the affairs of other countries 
and cutting military spending. 

The parity achieved in the military sphoic posed mew qu tions. In 
spite of itrecoucilable ideological and socic! principles, comedies with 
diflerent social systems must work together to ease tensions, carry on a 
dialogue, build mutual confidcice and extend cooperation. Besides, a se 
curity policy based cn military parity poses a number of specific pro 
bleuis. The quantitative indicators of military parity may create a situa 
tion in which figures or other concrete queiitities have a diflering impact. 


! 
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This means that any discrepancy between them may be taken as “Sup 
riority” or a “lag”, which can easily provoke an escalation of the aris 
race in accordance with the traditional military-political mode of think- 
ing, as in the case of “deterrence”. What contributed to the creation ol 
such a situation was also the fact that the outwardly cogent argument- 
of military experts based on calculations often had a stronger effect on 
decision-making than the abstract categories of quality or intricate geox 
ruphical, economic, scientific, technological and occasionally even psycho 
logical elements of security capable of moderating the shortcomings of a 
quantitative “imbalance”. 

On the other hand, it should be pointed out that the definition of mi- 
litary equilibrium or the “superiority” and “Jag” involved, primarily in 
Strategic armaments, may easily clash with the concept of “adequate 
security”, since with the present level of armainents the diflerence (in 
delivery vchicles or warheads) is immaterial. After all, both sides pos- 
sess a more than adequate destructive capability, and a further increase 
in it cannot bring them any substantial advantages. Therefore, while a 
new weapon can nominally increase offensive strength, the overall effect 
cainot really be changed any longer. The advantages that are thus gained 
cannot have any effect on the military balance as a whole or on destructi- 
ve power, and hence cannot increase the chances of survival. 

The socialist countries’ efforts are aimed at achieving military security 
by lowering armaments level to the minim as well as at preventing the 
other side from stepping up the ams tace. This is not to say that the 
socialist countries are against maintaining strategic parity. On the con- 
trary, they consider it a component of security. 

Developinents over the past decades and today’s realities have made 
the socialist countries more confident than ever of the need to revise 
sccmingly unshakable truths of carlier centuries. The Romans’ motto “If 

wish peace, prepare for war” is hopelessly obsolete. In our age, the 

‘ existing weapons, let alone new and more sophisticated ones, would 
nevitably result in a global catastrophe. It is necessary to jettison a mode 
of thinking and action based on the centuries-long idea that wars and 
armed conflicts are acceptable and permissible. 

In these conditions security cannot be built endlessly on fear of re- 
taliation, that is, on the doctrines of “containment” or “deterrence”, as 
Mikhail Gorbachev pointed out in the Political Report of the CPSU 
Central Committee to the 27th Party Congress. The situation is becoming 
even more absurd and amoral with the world inade a nuclear hostage. 
Doctrines fraught with this denger spur on the arms race, which i, bound 
fo get out of hand sooner or later. All this suggests the need to substan- 
tially lower the level of military confrontation. What can guarantee se- 
curity today is the lowest possible level of armaments ruling, gut all 
nuclear weapons and other means of mass destruction. 

In the present situation, cooperation among all countries is the only 
hasis for equal and reciprocal security. It is the only way to provide 
objective conditions enabling the struggle between capitalism and social- 
ism to go on exclusively in the join of peaceiul competition and coopera- 
tion. 
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Confidence-Building Measures 


Moscow INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS in English No 2, 1987 pp 27-31 


[Article by Helga Schirmeister] 


[Text ] 


At a time when there is no realistic and acceptable alternative to 
peaceful coexistence of states with different social systems, it is particular- 
ly important to create and build up an atimosphere of confidence between 


nations. But due to distinctious between capitalist and socialist countries, 
such an atmosphere cannot develop automatically; considerable efforts are 
required to bring it about. 

In the nuclear missile age, it would be hard to overrate the iggagecan Laan 
ce of achieving a climate of confidence to prevent armed conflicts of any 
kind. lence the necd to preserve the positive factors already operating: in 
Easi-West relations. This veltuoble confidence includes expcricuce gained 
both at general European level and in bilateral relations between the So 
vict Union, on the one hand, and the United States and the rest of 
Western nuclear powers, on the other. 

The confidence and security-buidldiag measures specified in Stockholm: 
are a new element in addition to the extsting instieneats of stecnothe: 
ing corfideiicn, that ts, the relevant provisions of the Hetsiaki Panel A 
and the tieesures to reduce the war denueer aviecd by the Soviet Unioii 
and the United Stetes. What the Soviet Union and other sociatist coun 
tries proposed as far back as 1998 an aereciient on preventing a sur 
prise attack by working out apprepriste coufidcnce building measures 
scems feasible today, and Stockholia is an important step in this di 
rection. 

The Stochbolin doctsccet ts the fii accord on military and) political 
security between socialist and cape lint countries since the sigiiny ot 
SALT-2 (1919). It comprises all the WLO and NATO. countries plus 
neutral and nou-aligued countries of burope. 

The appreciable results achieved in Stockholm are also an important 
step forward in the Furopean process. This agiecuent, a fruit of the cou 
sensus reached by the 35 partticipents in the CSC, is evidence of the 
vitality and efficicticy of th, Puropean treatv mechonian based on the 
Helsinki Final Act. Now thot the relations betwee. socialist andl capital 
ist countries, like the whol iiteriational situstion, are burdened with 
distrust and tension, it is pocticularly obvious that the issue of coufidenc 
betwees rations 1S not an cata fy cl Har crinal probler of thei relatioi- 
but an indispeusabl coudiion for easing inte uational tensions. In th 
interdependent world of the nuclear age military strength cateot at all 
be used as a lawful political means To tind political solutions to the 
challenging problems of the contenipo ary world, countsies with different 
social systems, world-vicws and idcologics tecd to trust one another, for 
this is what makes nevott fiorms besed on equlity avid recipi icity pos 
sible. Today the Past and West “are objcctvely linked with cach other in 
a security partiership whictler they like it or not’, to quote Erich Ho 
necker, General Secretary of the CC SED, Chairtian of the Council of 
State, GDR. Since this partiership presupposes a minimum of confidence, 
it should be evident that every joint solution of problems and growing 
cooperation between states contribute most effectively to the creation of 
new elctients of couficcine. Its giowth cequite. the nesotioting partic.’ 
readiness, proved in practice, to take seriou. mntually acceptable devi 
sions mecting the piinciple of equality and equal sccurtty, which implic 
renunciation of ultimatums, a desire to reach reasoustble compiuomise ., 
and compliance with the agreements concluded 
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Such politica! thinking and practice meet present-day exigencies and 
help create the requisite climate of confidence between nations, makin. 
possible political solutions to pressing proliciis of humanity. The mc 
fruitful talks on sccurity problems are, the toe tangibly they contribu! 
to the spirit of confi:lerice in every splicre of state-to-state relations. Th 
is why the significance of the results achieved at the representativ: 
Stockholm meeting goes far beyond that of the very subject of these tall 

Problems of international security ip the military puiitical sphere are 
the most sensitive aspect of international relations. In the present situ 
tion, characterised by a dangerously high level of military confrontati: 
in both nuclear and conventional jiiictments. it is chu: that the neces 
c'ciuents of confidence between nations com be teow Jt eteost) cd built 
only through a long and comp!ex proccss. The use of eveiy  pportiuits 
to reduce distrust and increase inutual woders siding ond siobility an 
international relations, especially in the masiteary oud political areas, de 


pends therciore on every country’s scnse of politseal responsibility. This 
calls for sestraint with regard to inilitary cearoutaiion for wiaileteral 
steps cxpressing: a political resolve to decicese the war douger, reduce the 


Wikeliheod of one’s behaviour being miisintenjpreted by the other side oid 
help uegotiate arms liinitation and disamioinut. Theicfore the Warsaw 
Treaty countries, whose military doctrine is strictly defonsive, as they 
stated ayvain in thei Pudapest oppeal of dime 11, 1086, are guided by re- 
straint in the military sphere; teking unilateral confidence-building steps, 
they invariably stress their willingness for cud jiterest ins oppropriate 
ie sures off a reciprocal basis. 

The graphic exsiple of the point is the Sceviet Union's vailsteral 
moratoriuin on nuclear weapon tests, whose caplicit political sim is to 
stop a further “perfecting” of this dangerous weapon, prevent the caten- 
sion of the aims race to outer space and clear the decks for abolishing 
all nuclear weapons, as Mikhail Gorbachev proposed in his statement on 
January 15, 1986. The moratorium is one instance of the socialist coim- 
munity courtrics’ general policy of piomoting security, stability and con- 
fidence between nations which also finds expression in other unileteral 
steps. There is, for instance, the unilateral commitmicnt not to use nuclear 
weapons first made by the Soviet Union at the Secoid Special Session of 
the UN General Asscuibly, as well as the connnitment of the Warsaw 
Treaty countries, confirmed in their Budepest appeal, not to cany on 
inilitary operations sesinst suother state cither in Europe or in any other 
segion of the world wiless the WI1O couitiics themselves are ettacked 
And lastly, the fact that the Waisaw Treaty coustiies have for yeois ref- 
rained from holding: major wilitary exercises near the frontiers of weigh- 
bouring countrics is # contiibution to confidence building that is of -pecial 
portance in the context under diccussion. The significoice of these wale 
lateral measures for fostaring the «pirit of confdence is obvious. How- 
ever, it is also clear that the cause of sccurity aud confidence doves not 
depend on one side only but requires appropriate steps by other conitries, 
primarfly the United States and its militarily most powerful NATO allies. 

The difficult Stockholin negotiations, which took more than two and 
a half years, produced an importent result. The states which sigied the 
final document recognised the dccisive choiecter of the principle of re- 
nouncing the use of military force in intcinational relavons, a faet which 
laid political foundations for a new stave in the claboration of confid. 1ice- 
and sccurity-building measures in the military eid political spheres that 
will prevent misunderstanding aud iisintcipretation of the military jcti- 
vities of the sides and hence stave off armed coutlicts. Reciprocal conccs- 
sions at the negotieting table viclded a positive result: the participants 
worked out a set of incasures for prior notifestion end inspection of 
Wiajor military excarcises, elyding transfers ur displecements of hore 
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forces such as may cause particular concern and have destabilising conse- 
quences. The Stockholm accords are a first step which should be followed 
by others with a view to building confidence and stability in Europe. 
The Stockholm agreement, Mikhail Gorbachev has said, contains shoots 
of new thinking in world politics that are sprouting on European soil. 
Stockholm has proved that even in a complicated sit ation agreement can 
be reached on security matters given political will and desire. This mani- 
festation of new political thinking can also end the deadlock in the solu- 
tion of the chief problem, stopping the arms race and subsequent disar- 
mament. The Stockholm Conference paved the way for all the 35 coun- 


tries to move to discussing these problems in conformity with the Madrid 
mandate of the CSCE. The proposa! for reducing armed forces and con- 
veritional armaments in Europe contained in the Budapest appeal of the 
Warsaw Treaty countries is a specific, far-reaching, long-range program 
nie whose realisation would go a long way towards lowering the level of 
military conirontation in Europe. li the approach to security problems 
which enabled Stockholm to achieve real results is kept up, meaningful 
progress can be made in this sphere as well. 

The Stockholm accords raised hopes for progress on key problems of 
disarmament and prevention of the extension of the arms race to space 
From this point of view, the Conference and the political will expressed 
at it by the 35 participating countrics are factors helping create a climate 
of confidence that can make progress towards solving these — problems 
easier. The states on which the results of relevant talks depend in’ the 
first place contributed their share to the fruitful outcome of the Stockholin 
Conference, and as for the Soviet Union, its specific proposals played a 
decisive role in the triumph at the Conference of new political thinking, 
which should also prevail in respect of problems of nuclear disarmament 

The new confidence- and security-building measures agreed on in 
Stockholm and due to come into force as of January 1, 1987 must pass 
the test of state-to-state relations With duc regard to the requiremeats of 
today, the socialist community couutrics are weighing the posstbility of 
perfecting this relatively new instrument of international relations. The 
Budapest Appeal of the W1O states provides for several lines of action 
to strengthen security and the spirit of confidence in Furope. They may be 
listed as follows: 

Continuing the elaboration of norms, rules aid political obligations 
concerning peaceful, non-aggressive and non-provocative behaviour in the 
military and political spheres. It is a question of formalising in terms of 
infernational law the renunciation of military force in any form and the 
pledge of non-aggression. An itvportant step in this direction could be 
taken through agreed reciprocal renunciation of first-use of both muclear 
and conventional arms. Also very important in the same sense would be 
the dialogue on the true content and trends of the two blocs’ military 
doctrines between the Warsaw Treaty countries and NATO 

Agreeing on the substantial limitation of military activity likely to 
have destabilising eflects and cause particular concern, as well as res 
tricting the zones where it is carried on. Such measures could play the 
role of definite guarantees of removing the threat of armed conflicts by 
limiting the nature and scope of military exerciscs as well as by reducing 
the military activity of both alliances. To the same end, the countries con 
cerned could agree on measures for the reciprocal self limitation of the 
activities of the tw blocs from reducing troop concentrations along the 
line dividing the W1O and NATO countries to establishing zones free 
from nuclear and chetuical weapons, that is, measures relating to diverse 
revions of the European continent ard resolutely supported by the social- 
ist countries as well as by many other countries of Europe. To be sure, 
such zones would likewise necessitate appropriate effective guarantees, 
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and the Soviet Union has thercfore significd its rr » to unidertak 


obligations on these events ‘ nuctcar-iree zones 





To avoid misinterpiciotious of tintitary act city, the Has ting parties 
could also come to terias on steps to exchange ido i» well as to 
verify compliance with confidence | UTES. | . 

\ further idea worth consideriny ts initial steps bowake setting up a 
muttilateral European consultative comuiisscou that word concern itsell 


; | sra~teee*th 7 ilit: 
wid: an exchange of relevant iifortiiation and ile u ion of military 


iivities and, on the basis of acquired experivuee, wl other tasks o! 
otitical dialogue on security and reduction of the tins of conflicts 
(sven appropriate actions. | ‘hee snashit 
. ond political spheres contd: income au cect lessen 
we ihe threat «of . irier 1] i ' els 
duc to mist Ciaition of the ont of the otter ell as 
“v0 @ consi ce way ti rds | Liragt itis d disar- 
met. 
Sisuming op, 1 would like to strc. loince ats ‘te for 
fenuotional ~ carity should be as con, . iN i. Tlence 
ois only right to cxpect ¢ re \ ' political 
pekies to provide tew Contes ta ' , ' | develop. 
me quultiforin coopersteon in other sof stite-to si rolotions. In 
creasingly close operation Wilh add to the tinjert cool | toal steps 
fo build confidence ond cooperation in covery sphere of ational rela 
fions. With this comecption of thes, cuy piogiess in the Furopoun 
process Will contribute notably to more durable peace d ’ ly 
Uievvhout the ploiet. 


Problems of European Security 
Moscow INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS in English No 2, 1987 pp 54-56 
[Article by Yevgeni Silin] 


[Excerpts] Lately the close caounection between the Furape tT) line of thy ocialit 


community countries’ peaceful fercign policy and the struggle for peac: 
at the universal level is beco vy more and more clear Tt reflects bot! 
the realities of the presentdsy world and the ton in which they ar 
projected in the attitudes of concuding and interacting inter uational fo: 
ces und in public scntiient 

A mechanical apple tion of the |e Sool thre «true ar for | in 
security to the olution ol = lal moblems inn A ia or cven an the Mi di- 


lerrancan, an atea adjoining Europe, would certainly be wrong. At the 
same tune, given goodwill on the part of the parties concerned, the stre 


nous but gonerelly positive evolution of the | pean procs could ve 
¢ ‘ ; +f) } =| . : ! " | . | f af ‘ 
is a beocon 1} iit 14 if] PON OE oi, \, \ 1 tol ’ CT 
banean sc \\ 
‘Going on in Porope with varying success.” Mikhail Gorbachev tres 
. ' a . . 
ses, “is the Pel Whi process of d alowue, tall mid aepecs iis. Phos provi 
! " ‘ , aT 
des a acvrec oOo} s bility. reduces thi opal 1 lity 0) Hed comflrets As 
lor the Asian end Pacifie trevion, there is noe seh dial © there or hardly 
any. Militarisation and the war menace are gaining d OuS Thomentoum 
im the region. Ys a WO country. the Soviet Virion! ctly within 


1} . safe’ f . . . E ‘ ) 

ic geOgiaplical tiamework of this Luigpean defence alliciice. Hf our coun 
ity proposes negotiating, for instance, the dismantling of both US and 
Soviet medium-range wissiles in Purope, it means precisely their scrap 
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ping, including that of the SS-20 missiles deployed in the Furopean zone 
and not their transfer to Asia or any other arca, as opponents of a reduc- 
lion of rivalry in nuclear missiles allege. 

This attitude held by the Soviet Union no doubt meets the interests of 
both European and Asian countries. By contrast, US attempts to extend 
NATO's “jurisdiction” to the whole world, including Asia and the Pacific, 
are plainly at variance with the securily interests of the peoples of both 
this region and the rest of the world. 


“’ The Soviet Union advocates cooperation in the Asian and Pacific re- 
gion, A goal put forward in Vladivostok though not for the near future 
was that of convening a Helsinki-type Pacific conference of all the coun. 
tries gravitating towards this ocean, with Hiroshima as one of the pos- 
sible venues. This new constructive proposal met with a wide and favou- 
rable public response in Asian and Pacific countries and throughout the 
world. 

Just as consistently and thoroughly our country is elaborating its 
approach to the question of turning the Mediterranean into a zone of last 
ing peace. This matter is highly important to the peoples of Europe, Afri- 
ca and the Middle East alike. The achiesement of this goal would unques 
tionably be expedited by realisation of the Soviet proposal for withdraw 
ing US and Sovict nuclear-capable ships from the Mediterranean on a re 
ciprocal basis and, as a more radical measure, for the complete withdra 
wal of the US and Sovict war fleets from that area 

The record of the Helsinki process could serve all Mediterranean na 
tious if the countries concerned accepted the proposals set out in a letter 
from Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze to UN Sccretary Ge 
‘ral Javier Perez de Cuéllar. The letter, dated July 9, 1986, called for 
the convening of a Mediterranean conference analogous to the CSCE. The 
conference could involve not only all Mediterranean countries and coun 
tries adjoining the area but the United States and other interested coun 
tries. It could come to terms on working out recommendations for estab 
lishing a peace and security regime for the Mediterranean 

The problem of secur'iy and cooperation in the Mediterranean was dis 
cussed specially at the CSCE, the Madrid follow up meeting and othe 
forums held as part of the Helsinki process. ‘le new Soviet pronosals 
concerning the Mediterranean, if accepted, would meet the desire of the 
non-European countries of the region to see the principles and accords 
which should govern relations between the siguatories to the Helsinki 
Final Act extended to them - 


Obshehestro "Znaniyi", 1986 
English Translation 
Progress Publishers 1986 
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RELATED ISSUES 


USSR COVERAGE OF UN ASIA-PACIFIC DISARMAMENT PARLEY 

Speakers Cited 
PM251301 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 25 Mar 87 Morning Edition p 4 
[TASS report: "UN Regional Conference" ] 


[Text] Beijing, 24 Mar -- The participants in the 14th UN regional conference 
which has opened here within the framework of the world campaign for 
disarmament for the Asian and Pacific countries are discussing topical 
problems of disarmament and international security. Representatives 

of 16 countries of the Asian and Pacific region, including the Soviet Union 
and the United States, are taking part in the work of the forum, which is 
being held in the PRC capital for the first time. For 5 days there will 

be an exchange of opinions on questions of disarmament and the safeguarding 
of security and the search for ways of halting the arms race and easing 
tension. 


Wan Li, member of the CPC Central Committee Politburo and deputy premier 
of the PRC State Council, who spoke at the opening ceremony, said that 
the escalation of the arms race and its spread to space not only swallow 
up enormous resources but also seriously threaten international peace and 
security. Touching on the Soviet-U.S. disarmament talks, he noted: 

We sincerely hope that the USSR and the United States will conduct talks 
in a businesslike manner and reach as soon as possible a disarmament 
agreement which would favor the relaxation of tension and would not harm 
the interests of other countries. The PRC opposes the arms race in any 
form and advocates a total ban on and the definitive destruction of nuclear, 
space, biological, and chemical weapons and a substantial reduction of 
conventional armaments. 


Wan Li recalled the PRC's undertaking never and in no circumstances 
to make first use of nuclear weapons or carry out nuclear tests in the 
atmosphere. 


V.F. Petrovskiy, USSR deputy foreign minister, who spoke at the conference, 
said: Reykjavik convinced us still further that in the nuclear and 

space era security must be ensured not by military-technical but by political 
means. The Soviet proposal on medium-range missiles is a step of 

exceptional importance aimed at reducing military confrontation in both 














Europe and Asia. Resolutely advocating the eliminationof nuclear 

weapons, the Soviet Union also puts forward a program for the reduction of 
conventional armaments and the establishment of equilibrium at a level of 
rational sufficiency. 


Touching on the Asian aspect of the disarmament process, the Soviet 
spokesman pointed in particular to elements which put the international 
public on its guard -- the buildup of U.S. nuclear arsenals in the region, 
plans to create a Washington-Tokyo-Seoul triangle and to turn Micronesia 
into a major U.S. strategic base, and attempts jointly to create nuclear 
weapons in the Tel Aviv-Pretoria-Taipei triangle. A path to the creation 
of a system of reliable security in Asia is opened up by the proposals 

put forward by M.S. Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee, in kis speech in Vladivostok which provide for a wide selection 
of measures to limit and reduce armaments and build confidence in this 
vast region. 





Swedish representative Maj-Britt Theorin noted the inadmissibility of 
the extension of the arms race into space. Touching on problems of 
banning nuclear tests, she stressed that the Soviet moratorium was a 
positive step in this field and expressed regret that the United States 
is insisting on continuing nuclear tests. 


In his speech, (Linn Khansen), acting head of the U.S. delegation at 
the disarmament conference, tried to justi’y the United States" buildup 
of nuclear armaments by citing the need for "nuclear deterrence." 


Issues Under Discussion 
PMO11430 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 31 Mar 87 Morning Edition p 5 


[Own correspondent Yu. Savenkov report: "Dialogues on Peace in the Yanxiang 
Hotel" ] 


[Excerpts] Beijing--"A proposal was put forward to hold a conference 

on peace and security in Asia and the Pacific under UN auspices, which would 
discuss all aspects of the region's security, including the reduction of 
armed forces and nuclear weapons, the security of sea routes, the 
limitation of naval fleets, the elimination of foreign bases, and the 
creation of confidence-building measures..." 


That is just a line from the chronicles of the 5 days of heated discussion, 
thoughts, comparisons, excursioas into the past, and predictions about the 
future of the Asian and Pacific region which were heard in Beijing's Yanxiang 
Hotel. The 14th UN regional conference within the framework of the world 
campaign for disarmament for the countries of Asia and the Pacific was taking 
place. Representatives of public, trade union, religious, and government 
organizations and the press from some 20 countries were present, and 
prominent diplomats, scientists, and experts on various problems of 
international relations and disarmament had been invited. 
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A dialogue was in progress on the role of this region in world politics 
and economics. The future of the world will depend largely on how events 
develop here. It is nearly half the globe. Asia accounts for more than two- 
thirds of mankind. Peace is indivisible. M.S. Gorbachev noted in 
Vladivostok: Complications and conflicts in one region of the world 

are inevitably transmitted to other regions by a chain reaction. In 
Europe -- for better or for worse -- a coordinated machinery for dialogue 
exists. In Asia there is none. How can this vast region be incorporated 
into the system of universal international security? This was discussed 
at the Beijing forum. Experts note that this was the first time a 
dialogue on such 2 scale had taken place. The participants were seeking 
opportunities to erect barriers in the path of the arms race, above all 
the nuclear arms race. A large-scale buildup of military-strategic 
facilities (above all American) is taking place here. The participants 
spoke of the common destiny which binds the peoples of the continent, 
which has awoken to a new life in the 20th century. 


Nuclear weapons were used for the first time in Asia. The tragedy of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki... The auditorium was silent when (M. Kobuti), 
Japanese parliamentary deputy for Nagasaki and a survivor of the atom bomb, 
came to the microphone. He survived by chance. To this day he romembers 
carrying out the bodies of the dead and he can still hear the moans of those 
injured by the explosion. "In the name of reason, let us stop the madness. 
There are two atom bombs on mankind's memory. Let a third never explode.” 
After these words, the hall erupted... People spoke of how there are 
hundreds of foreign bases in the region and troops on other ccuntries' 
territories, how nuclear weapon tests are carried out. 


American representative L. Hansen tried to instill into the participants 

the idea that it is possible to live with nuclear weapons, they are simply 
necessary for “nuclear deterrence." The participants replied that the 
“doctrine of deterrence” is immoral and dangerous. Things did not go at all 
easily for L. Hansen. Why does the United States not pledge not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons, as the USSR and China have long since done? 
Why does the American government not support the idea of nuclear-free zones? 


At the same time the idea of zones free from nuclear weapons is, it seems, 
gaining mastery of the consciousness of the region's peoples. The PRC 
recently adhered to the Rarotonga Treaty, named in honor of the island 

on which the treaty on a nuclear-free zone in the South Pacific first came 
into force. The Soviet Union was the first of the nuclear powers to sign 
the protocol to this treaty. We in the Soviet Union also felt satisfaction: 
Here is another sphere where our position coincides with China's. Beijing's 
signature came soon after Washington's refusal to adhere to the treaty. 


I asked Ali Altas, Indonesian permanent representative to the United 
Nations, for his view on the ;ossibility of holding a Helsinki-type 
conference in Asia: 


"We welcome what was achieved in Helsinki. This experience is an asset 
for the entire world community. 8ut if Europe is characterized by the 
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homogeneity of its problems, in Asia the picture is far more varied. 

We have very varied problems: Some are inherited from the past, others 

were born in the course of present-day development. The conflicts and 
problems of different subregions ae entirely dissimilar. What is to be done? 
Solve regional problems first, or at least alleviate them to a certain 

level, and then tackle the broader tasks. Or act in parallel? I cannot 
judge. I am convinced that it is necessary to widen the dialogue and 
accumulate experience, focusing attention on what has been achieved. 

In this respect the idea of a regional center for peace and disarmament 

is a very useful one." 


It was not very easy to get a meeting with V.F. Petrovskiy, USSR deputy 
foreign minister. Twice he was delivering reports, then he was taking 
part in debates, meeting with Chinese diplomats and scientists, and giving 
interviews to newspapermen. 


"Here I have sensed how actively Asia has become involved to constructive 
dialogue and the quest for ways of creating a secure world through 
disarmament. The interest in our disarmament program is indisputable. 

This program is democratic in its very nature. We are convinced that 

the strength an superiority of a state must be associated not with nuclear 
or other weapons, but with reason, humanism, democratic behavior, and 

the contribution to the establishment of common human values. The phrase 
"the Vladivostok speech’ has entered the political vocabulary. That 

is a fact. Many people pin hopes on it for the creation of a secure 

peace in Asia. It is noteworthy that everyone is convinced that such a 
system is vitally necessary. The question is only when and how to set 

it up. It has been said, for instance, that crisis situations must be 
settled before disarmament. But other voices have also been heard: 

This artificial sequence of events is not necessary. Otherwise you 

cannot break out of the vicious circle. Everyone realizes that the 

time has come to act. Our argument is simple: We must begin with ourselves. 
Restructuring is the best argument in favor of our peaceful intentions. 

The main thing is not to slacken our efforts." 


(Yasusi Akasi), deputy secretary general of the United Nations, was clearly 
pleased with the Beijing forum: 


"It took place at a noteworthy time of serious political dialogue between 
the USSR and the United States. China -- the host country -- has recently 
been taking a far more active part in debates on disarmament within the 
United Nations and elsewhere. The debates," (Yasusi Akasi) noted, "were on 
a high level, in an atmosphere of frankness. We realize that progress 

is hard. But hope has appeared.” 


"Are you an optimist?” 


"A cautious optimist, perhaps. Despite the frequent disappointments and 

lost hopes, we dare not be pessimists. After Reykjavik people realized that it 
is possible to agree. I have just been to the Disarmament Conference in 
Geneva: Serious work is in progress and efforts are being made to reach 
agreement on chemical weapons. And if there is one agreement, a second will 
follow... So let us be optimists, without exaggerated hope.” 


/12624 
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BELJING REVIEW DISCUSSES UN CONFERENCE 


Beijing BEIJING REVIEW in English Vol 30 No 14, 6 Apr 87 pp 8-9 


[Article by Jiang Wandi] 


[Text } 


T* 14th United Nations | 
Regional Conference for the 
World Disarmament Campaign 
was held in Beijing from March 23 
to 27. 

Attending the conference were 
more than 30 officials. experts and 
well-known figures from the 
Soviet Union. the United States. 
Sweden, Canada and 14 Asian and 
Pacific countries 

The world disarmament cam- 
paign was launched by a 
unanimous decision of the second 
special session of the UN General 
Assembly devoted to disarma- 
ment on June 7. 1982. Its purpose. 
as defined by member states. 1s to 
inform, educate and gencrate 
public understanding und support 
for the United Nations’ goals in 
the field of arms limitation and 
disarmament. During the five 
years since then. u great number of 
non-governmental organizations 
have made use of the forum to call 
for disarmament and the casing of 
localized conflicts 

In this regional disarmament 
conference, participants concen- 
trated on both nuclear and 


conventional disarmament, as 
well as relationship between 
disarmament and security on the 
one hand and development on the 
other. 


The five-day mecting was held 
at a ume when turbulence and 
unrest are smouldering through- 
out the world. The arms race 
between the tw © superpowers ts in 
full swing. posing a serious threat 
to world peace and development 
Currently, the world expenditure 
for military purposes has exceeded 
USS$1.000 billion a vear 

The deepest concerns of the 
participants centred around nv- 

‘car disarmament. There are now 
W.000 nuclear warheads in the 
world with « destruction capa- 
bility cquivaicnt to more than | 
millon Hirosnima bombs. But the 
production and storage of conven- 
tional weapons as well as their 
import and expert also worried 
the participants Since conven- 
tonal weapons are most frequ- 
ently used in local skirmishes and 
remional contiicts. they have cost 


hundreds ot thousands = of 
casualties and unbearable dcht for 
some third world countries 


Though rarels used, chemical and 
biological weapons were denoun- 
ced strongls and = participants 
called for a mouon to prohibit 
them altogetnmer because such 
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weapons ure easy to store and hide 
and can cause tremendous per- 
sonal and environmental damage. 
Many participants paid scri- 
Ous attention to issues relating to 
the verifications of disarmament. 
These delegates pointed out that 
obscure provisions in existing 
disarmament agreements, 
inadequate information given to 
other countries and even develop- 
ment in technology have increased 
the difficulty of verification. 
Delegates from Canada, Pakistan 
and other countries put forward 
some concrete proposals at the 
conference. They applauded the 
practical measures taken by such 
international bodies as the 
International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA), whose safeguard 
system is regarded as a model of 
efficacious verification. 


All the participants shared the 
view that cach nation, large or 
small, has vital security concerns 
rooted in its history, geographical 
location and global outlook, and 
each has a legitimate right to its 
national security. Talking about 
the world disarmament campaign, 
Bangladesh delegate Syed A. 
Hossain said that without the 
efforts of small countries, the goal 
of the movement can never be 
reached. The Deputy Forcign 
Minister of USSR Vladimir 
Petrovsky said it was this kind of 
conference that gave not only 
high-level decision makers but 
common people themselves the 
chance to take charge of affairs 
and to see who is who in the 
question of disarmament. 

Mutual trust and = mutual 
confidence were discussed at the 
conference. Lynn M. Hansen, the 
head of the Delegation of the 
United States to the Conference 
on Disarmament told Beijing 
Review, “One of the greatest 
difficulties is the suspicion be- 
tween the major powers and other 
concerned countries — each 
thinks the other is cheating, and 
this is what we would deal with on 
this occasion.” 
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PRC PREMIER REITERATES DISARMAMENT STAND 
0W040226 Beijing XINHUA Domestic Service in Chinese 1431 GMT 3 Apr 87 


[Lxcerpt ] 


Beijing, 3 Apr (XINHUA) -- Premier Zhao Ziyang said tonight that China is 
willing to join the peace-loving peoples of Sweden and other countries in making 
continued efforts to achieve genuine disarmament and safeguard world peace. 


At a banquet in honor of Swedish Prime Minister Ingvar Carlsson and his wife in the 
Great Hall of the People, Zhao Ziyang reiterated China's independent foreign policy for 
peace. He said: Opposing the arms race to promote effective disarmament is an 
important part of China's foreign policy. The two superpowers, possessing the greatest 
nuclear arsenals and conventional armaments in the world, bear a special responsibility 
for nuclear and conventional disarmament. They should take the lead in drastically 
reducing their arms. 


He said: China, as a nuclear nation, has never shirked its responsibilities for 
nuclear disarmament. Since the first day that China had nuclear weapons it has 
declared that under no circumstances will it be the first to use nuclear weapons, and 
that accordingly, it will not use nor threaten to use nuclear weapons against 
non-nuclear nations and nuclear-free zones. China stands for complete prohibition and 
thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, and holds that nuclear disarmament and 
conventional disarmament are inseparable and should be carried out simultaneouly. 
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PRC PEOPLE'S DAILY ON WASTE OF RESOURCES IN ARMS RACE 


HK151238 Beijing RENMIN RIBAO in Chinese i3 Apr 87 p 6 


(Article by Yi Yun (0076 0061): "The Arms Race Is a Scourge to the Common People"] 


[Text] Reportedly, by the end of 1986, the total debts owed by developing countries 
amounted to $1,035 billion; while in 1985, the world's total military expenses 
increased to some $1,000 billion (with the two superpowers, the United States and the 
Soviet Union, accounting for more than half of this figure). These two startling 
figures may give people much food for thought. 


On the one hand, so much money has been spent on making all kinds of weapons and on the 
arms race; on the other hand, so many nations cannot make ends meet and are so heavily 
in debt. What a miserable imbalance this is! What the people of the Third World 
countries long for is peace and development, or a rise in their living standards. They 
hate the arms race of the superpowers. Even in the developed countries, a large number 
of elderly people, women, and children are still living below the poverty line and 
urgently need care and relief. 


If a part of the world's military expenses, even a very small part, is used to help the 
developing countries, then many good things may be done. For example, a modern tank 
costs about $1 million, and this money can be used to build 1,000 classrooms for 30,000 
children. Last year, the United Nations spent the equivalent of half of the world's 
military expense for one hour and succeeded in stopping a locust disaster in Africa and 
proiecting the food grain for 1.2 million people in one year. 


It seems that there is no relation between the $1,000 billion debts and the $1,000 
billion military expenses. In fact, a certain relationship does exist between the 
two. They show that the huge military expenses have harmed the interests of the less 
developed countries, intensified the lopsided development of the international economy, 
and brought deep sufferings to the common people throughout the world. 
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